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Chapter One 


KRCBEEBR ERERG 


WARS AND RUMORS 


“Evolution Wars” declares an August 2005 cover of Time magazine. In a parody 
of the Sistine Chapel, the bearded figure of God points down at a chimpanzee 
contemplating the subtitle of the cover story: “The push to teach ‘intelligent 


design’ raises a question: does God have a place in science class?”! 


In March 2006, the American Association for the Advancement of Science 
issued an urgent “call to arms for American scientists, meant to recruit troops for 
the escalating war against creationism and its spinoff doctrine, intelligent 


design.”2 


Controversy over Darwinian evolution has been simmering for decades, and 
now it has erupted into a full-blown culture war between Darwinism and 
intelligent design. Pennsylvania State University anthropologist Pat Shipman 
calls intelligent design “horribly frightening” and writes: “I know that I and my 
colleagues in science are being stalked with careful and deadly deliberation. I 
fear my days are numbered.” According to Marshall Berman, past president of 
the New Mexico Academy of Science, intelligent design “threatens all of science 
and society.” Brown University Darwinist Kenneth R. Miller says, “What is at 


stake is, literally, everything.”2 


This sounds like more than a war of words—and it is. But it turns on the 
meanings of some key words, so let’s begin by looking at them. 


Guess what? 


1 The controversy is not over evolution—which can mean simply “change 
over time”—but Darwinism, which claims that design in living things is 
just an illusion. 


7 Intelligent design is not biblical creationism, but a scientific theory based 
on evidence from nature and consistent with everyday logic. 


4‘Some Darwinists pretend they’re just selling students on change over 
time when they’re really peddling much more. 


Evolution 


“Evolution” has many meanings. In its most general sense it simply means 
“change over time.” The present is different from the past. No sane person 
rejects evolution in this sense. 


Refining the meaning slightly, anthropologist Eugenie C. Scott writes: “What 
unites astronomical, geological, and biological evolution is the concept of 
change through time. But . . . not all change is evolution, so we must distinguish 


evolution as being cumulative change through time.”4 


Nobody rejects evolution in this sense, either. Our grandparents had a 
perfectly good word for it: they called it “history.” 


In biology, evolution takes on additional meanings. Some biologists define it 
as “a change in gene frequencies over generations.” Like “change over time” or 
“cumulative change over time,” evolution in this sense is uncontroversial. My 
genes are different from my parents’, and my children’s genes are different from 


mine. So what?2 


Darwin + ism = 


Darwinism consists of the following claims: (1) all living things are 
modified descendants of a common ancestor; (2) the principal mechanism 
of modification has been natural selection acting on undirected variations 
that originate in DNA mutations; and (3) unguided processes are sufficient 
to explain all features of living things—so whatever may appear to be 
design is just an illusion. 


Charles Darwin’s term for biological evolution was “descent with 
modification.” When used in a limited sense, however, even this is 
uncontroversial. Like a change in gene frequencies, descent with modification 
happens every time a child is born. Breeders have been using artificial selection 
to produce descent with modification for centuries—within existing species. 
Natural selection has also been observed to do the same in the wild—but again, 
only within existing species. 


So nobody in any field quarrels with “change over time” or “cumulative 
change over time.” And nobody in biology doubts “change in gene frequencies” 
or “descent with modification” within existing species. Even hypotheses that 
some closely related species (such as finches on the Galapagos Islands) are 
descended with modification from a common ancestor are not particularly 
controversial; they generate more debate among evolutionary biologists than 
they do among biblical creationists, since Genesis states only that God created 
certain “kinds.” 


But Charles Darwin claimed far more than any of these things. In The Origin 
of Species he set out to explain the origin of not just one or a few species, but all 
species after the first—in short, all the diversity of life on Earth. The correct 
word for this is not evolution, but Darwinism. 


Darwinism 


Darwin wrote in The Origin of Species: “I view all beings not as special 
creations, but as the lineal descendants of some few beings” that lived in the 
distant past. Darwin believed that living things have been modified primarily by 
natural selection acting on random variations—survival of the fittest. “I am 
convinced,” he wrote, “that Natural Selection has been the most important, but 


not the exclusive, means of modification.”® 
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Survival of the hippest 


“And I’ll survive, I will survive.” 


—Gloria Gaynor 


According to a 1998 booklet published by the U.S. National Academy of 
Sciences: “Organisms in nature typically produce more offspring than can 
survive and reproduce given the constraints of food, space, and other resources 
in the environment. These offspring often differ from one another in ways that 
are heritable—that is, they can pass on the differences genetically to their own 
offspring. If competing offspring have traits that are advantageous in a given 
environment, they will survive and pass on those traits. As differences continue 
to accumulate over generations, populations of organisms diverge from their 
ancestors. This straightforward process . . . has led the earliest organisms on 
earth to diversify into all of the plants, animals, and microorganisms that exist 
today.”2 


Although the origin of life is often included in discussions of evolution, 
Darwin’s theory applies only to living things. Darwin speculated that life may 
have started in “some warm little pond,” but beyond that he had little to say on 
the subject. It seems likely that the first cells were bacteria, but as Harvard 
biologist Marc W. Kirschner and Berkeley biologist John C. Gerhart wrote in 
2005: “Everything about evolution before the bacteria-like life forms is sheer 
conjecture,” because “evidence is completely lacking about what preceded this 
early cellular ancestor.” In any case, Darwinism does not include the origin of 
life.® 


Nineteenth-century Harvard botanist Asa Gray argued that biological 
evolution was guided by God. Gray advised Darwin to assume “that variation 
has been led along certain beneficial lines. Streams flowing over a sloping plain 
by gravitation (here the counterpart of natural selection) may have worn their 
actual channels as they flowed; yet their particular courses may have been 


assigned.” 


There isn’t a Church Lady in intelligent design 


Intelligent design (ID) maintains that it is possible to infer from empirical 
evidence that some features of the natural world are best explained by an 


intelligent cause rather than unguided natural processes. Since ID relies on 
evidence rather than on Scripture or religious doctrines, it is not creationism 
or a form of religion. 


Darwin wrote to Gray that he was “charmed” with the stream metaphor, but 
he concluded his next book, The Variation of Animals and Plants Under 
Domestication, with an explicit rejection of Gray’s view. Using the metaphor of 
a house built with rocks found at the base of a cliff, Darwin explained: “The 
fragments of stone, though indispensable to the architect, bear to the edifice built 
by him the same relation which the fluctuating variations of each organic being 
bear to the varied and admirable structures ultimately acquired by its modified 
descendants.” Thus “in regard to the use to which the fragments may be put, 


their shape may be strictly said to be accidental.”2 


In Darwin’s metaphor, of course, the architect is natural selection, though he 
insisted that “natural selection means only the preservation of variations which 
independently arise.” Darwin concluded: “There seems to be no more design in 
the variability of organic beings, and in the action of natural selection, than in 
the course which the winds blow.” Although “I cannot look at the universe as the 
result of blind chance,” he wrote, “yet I can see no evidence of beneficent 
design, or indeed of design of any kind, in the details.” He was “inclined to look 
at everything as resulting from designed laws, with the details, whether good or 


bad, left to the working out of what we may call chance.”14 


Darwin did not know the origin of new variations, but modern Darwinists 
believe that DNA mutations supply them. In 1970, French molecular biologist 
Jacques Monod said that with the discovery of DNA’s structure and function, 
“and the understanding of the random physical basis of mutation that molecular 
biology has also provided, the mechanism of Darwinism is at last securely 
founded.” Monod concluded, “Man has to understand that he is a mere 


accident.” 2 


So living things may look as though they were designed, but if Darwinism is 
true then this is only an illusion. Oxford Darwinist Richard Dawkins even 
defines biology as “the study of complicated things that give the appearance of 
having been designed.” Design is only an appearance, he believes, because “the 


evidence of evolution reveals a universe without design.” 2 


Thus Darwinism consists of the following claims: (1) all living things are 
modified descendants of a common ancestor; (2) the principal mechanism of 
modification has been natural selection acting on undirected variations 
(originating in DNA mutations); and (3) unguided processes are sufficient to 
explain all features of living things—so design is an illusion. 


Creation 


Like evolution, “creation” has many meanings. In its broadest sense it simply 
means making something new; human beings create lots of things. Even when 
“creation” involves a being who transcends the natural world, it can have many 
meanings, from creating out of nothing to fashioning things from pre-existing 
materials. 


With regard to living things, a creator might have made all species in their 
present forms in a single instant. Or a creator might have established universal 
laws and stepped back to let nature take its course. Between these two extremes 
there are many possible views. 





The missing link is really a missing debate 


“Define evolution as an issue of the history of the planet: as the way we try 
to understand change through time. The present is different from the past. 
Evolution happened; there is no debate within science as to whether it 


happened, and so on. I have used this approach at the college level.” 


—Eugenie C. Scott 


As we saw above, Charles Darwin was “inclined to look at everything as 
resulting from designed laws.” He also wrote in later editions of The Origin of 
Species that life may have “been originally breathed by the Creator into a few 
forms or into one.”!4 If creation is defined to include the view that a creator 
designed the laws of the universe and intervened to make the first living cells, 


then even Darwin was a “creationist.” 


In the present controversy, however, the term is usually reserved for biblical 
creation. According to a literal reading of the first verses of Genesis, God 
created the universe and living things in six days a little over six thousand years 
ago. But even Christians disagree over the interpretation of the Genesis “days.” 
When Christian clergymen pioneered the modern study of geology in the early 
nineteenth century, many people interpreted Genesis to accommodate an old 
Earth. As a result, when Darwin published his theory in 1859 there was almost 


no opposition to it based on biblical chronology.22 


What is now known as “young Earth creationism” did not rise to prominence 
until the middle of the twentieth century. Skirmishes between young Earth and 
old Earth creationists, and between both of these groups and the Darwinists, 
have been going on for decades, but they are not the source of the war declared 
by Time magazine in 2005. 


The new war is not about evolution and creation, but about Darwinism and 
something called “intelligent design.” What is it that Pat Shipman calls “horribly 
frightening” and Marshall Berman says “threatens all of science and society”? 


Intelligent Design 


According to the theory of intelligent design (ID), it is possible to infer from 
empirical evidence that some features of the natural world are best explained by 
an intelligent cause rather by than unguided processes. Although design 
arguments have a venerable history, the “ID movement,” as it is sometimes 
called, is quite recent. It originated with the publication of several books 
between 1984 and 1992 and a small meeting organized by Berkeley law 
professor Phillip E. Johnson near Monterey, California, in 1993.1° 


Seven things are worth noting before we proceed further. First, the word 
“intelligent” emphasizes that “design” in this case is not just a pattern, but a 
pattern produced by a mind that conceives and executes a plan. Any natural 
causes involved are guided by intelligence. Writing a meaningful paragraph on a 
computer depends on various physiological, mechanical, and _ electronic 
processes, but without a mind directing them they would not produce the 
paragraph. 


Second, ID is not a substitute for ignorance. If we don’t know the cause of 
something that does not mean it was designed. When we make design inferences 
—and all of us make them every day—we do so on the basis of evidence; the 
more evidence, the more reliable the design inference. 


Third, since intelligent design relies on scientific evidence rather than on 
Scripture or religious doctrines, it is not biblical creationism. Intelligent design 
makes no claims about biblical chronology, and biblical creationists have clearly 
distinguished their views from ID. A person does not even need to believe in 
God to infer intelligent design in nature; otherwise, prominent atheist Antony 
Flew could not have been persuaded that the evidence in nature points to 


design.14 


Fourth, ID does not tell us the identity of the designer. Although most 
proponents of ID believe that the designer is the God of the Bible, they 
acknowledge that this belief goes beyond the scientific evidence. Thus ID is not 
the same as nineteenth-century natural theology, which reasoned from nature to 
the attributes of God. Instead, ID restricts itself to a simple question: does the 
evidence point to design in nature? The answer to this question—whether yes or 
no—carries implications for religious belief, but the question can be asked and 
answered without presupposing those implications. 


Fifth, ID does not claim that design must be optimal; something may be 
designed even if it is flawed. When automobile manufacturers recall defective 
vehicles, they are showing that those vehicles were badly designed, not that they 
were undesigned. 


Sixth, intelligent design is compatible with some aspects of Darwinian 
evolution. ID does not deny the reality of variation and natural selection; it just 
denies that those phenomena can accomplish all that Darwinists claim they can 
accomplish. ID does not maintain that all species were created in their present 
form; indeed, some ID advocates have no quarrel with the idea that all living 
things are descended from a common ancestor. ID challenges only the 
sufficiency of unguided natural processes and the Darwinian claim that design in 
living things is an illusion rather than a reality. 


Finally, intelligent design can apply on two different levels. Design may be 
detectable in specific features of living things, but it may also be detectable in 
natural laws and the structure of the cosmos. Most people who consider 
themselves ID advocates maintain not only that design is empirically detectable 
in the cosmos as a whole, but also that some features of the natural world (such 
as the shapes of rocks at the base of a cliff) are not designed in the same sense 


that other features (such as the information in DNA) are designed./8 





Books That Started the Intelligent Design Movement 


The Mystery of Life’s Origin, by Charles B. Thaxton, Walter L. Bradley, 
and Roger L. Olsen; Dallas, TX: Lewis and Stanley, 1984. 


Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, by Michael Denton; Bethesda, MD: Adler & 
Adler, 1985. 


Darwin on Trial, second edition, by Phillip E. Johnson; Downer’s Grove, 
IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993. 


War of the Words 


The many meanings of “evolution” are frequently exploited by Darwinists to 
distract their critics. Eugenie Scott recommends: “Define evolution as an issue of 
the history of the planet: as the way we try to understand change through time. 
The present is different from the past. Evolution happened, there is no debate 
within science as to whether it happened, and so on ... I have used this approach 


at the college level.” 2 


Of course, no college student—indeed, no grade-school dropout—doubts that 
“the present is different from the past.” Once Scott gets them nodding in 
agreement, she gradually introduces them to “The Big Idea” that all species— 
including monkeys and humans—are related through descent from a common 
ancestor. “Darwin called this ‘descent with modification, ’ and it is still the best 


definition of evolution we can use.”22 


This tactic is called “equivocation”—changing the meaning of a term in the 
middle of an argument. Another tactic is to revise the history of science to 
discredit troublesome terminology. Harvard sociobiologist Edward O. Wilson 
recently claimed that the word “Darwinism” was coined by enemies of Darwin 
to make him look bad. “It’s a rhetorical device to make evolution seem like a 
kind of faith, like ‘Maoism’,” said Wilson in Newsweek in November 2005. 


“Scientists,” Wilson added, “don’t call it Darwinism.”24 


Yet according to the Oxford English Dictionary, Thomas Henry Huxley 
(Darwin’s most famous defender in Britain) used “Darwinism” in 1864 to 
describe Charles Darwin’s theory. In 1876, Harvard botanist Asa Gray (who 
despite their disagreement over whether evolution was guided was Darwin’s 
most ardent defender in America) published Darwiniana: Essays and Reviews 
Pertaining to Darwinism, and in 1889 natural selection’s co-discoverer Alfred 


Russel Wallace published Darwinism: An Exposition of the Theory of Natural 
Selection. Two of Wilson’s former Harvard colleagues, evolutionary biologists 
Emst Mayr and Stephen Jay Gould, used the word extensively in their scientific 
writings, and recent science journals carry articles with titles such as 
“Darwinism and Immunology” and “The Integration of Darwinism and 


Evolutionary Morphology.”22 


Some people sugarcoat Darwinism to slip it down the throats of unsuspecting 
college students, while others falsely claim that the term is a creationist 
fabrication. 





Books You’re Not Supposed to Read 


By Design or by Chance? The Growing Controversy on the Origins of Life 
in the Universe , by Denyse O’ Leary; Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Books, 
2004. 


Doubts About Darwin: A History of Intelligent Design, by Thomas 
Woodward; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2004. 


A Meaningful World: How the Arts and Sciences Reveal the Genius of 
Nature, by Benjamin Wiker and Jonathan Witt; Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity Press, 2006. 


Another source of confusion in the controversy is that intelligent design is 
often mis-defined. The most common definition of ID in the news media is that 
some aspects of nature are so complex they must have been designed. (Chapter 
Eight will explain in detail why this definition is incorrect.) 


Websites You’re Not Supposed to Visit 


http://www.discovery.org/csc/ 


http://www.arn.org/ 


http://www.designinference.com/ 


http://www.uncommondescent.com/ 


http://www. iscid.org/ 


http://www.designorchance.com/ 


http://www. idthefuture.com/ 


Wrong definitions such as this may be simply due to misunderstanding, but 
some Darwinists deliberately mis-define ID in order to discredit it. For example, 


philosopher Robert T. Pennock insists on calling ID “intelligent design 
creationism.” Although (as we saw above) even Charles Darwin was a 
creationist by some definitions, calling ID “intelligent design creationism” in the 
context of the present controversy misleads people to confuse ID with biblical 
religion. For example, in 2005 science writer Matt Ridley called intelligent 
design “merely a dishonest attempt to repackage a literal interpretation of the 
Bible as science.” University of Wisconsin (Madison) historian Ronald L. 
Numbers, an expert on creationism and a critic of intelligent design, says that it 


is inaccurate to call ID creationism—though it is the easiest way to discredit it.22 


Despite all the honest confusion and dishonest misinformation, it isn’t 
difficult to understand the issues in the war between Darwinism and intelligent 
design. We’ll take them up one at a time in the chapters that follow. 


According to the eminent Italian geneticist and Darwin critic Giuseppe 
Sermonti, “Darwinism is the politically correct of science.” And according to 
Darwinists, intelligent design is a “horribly frightening” threat “to all of science 
and society.” Since the book you now hold in your hands criticizes Darwinism 
and defends intelligent design, it is not only politically incorrect, but also 
politically dangerous. 


Chapter Two 


VORB CEC SG 


WHAT THE FOSSIL RECORD REALLY SAYS 


In 1998 and 1999, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences published two 
booklets defending Darwin’s theory of evolution. According to the 1998 booklet, 
fossils provide the first of “several compelling lines of evidence that demonstrate 
beyond any reasonable doubt” that all living things are modified descendants of 
a common ancestor. The 1999 booklet claims that the theory has been 
“thoroughly tested and confirmed” by several categories of evidence—first of all 
the fossil record, which “provides consistent evidence of systematic change 


through time—of descent with modification.”! 


Many biology textbooks take the same line. In its section on “Evidence of 
Evolution,” the widely used high school textbook Prentice Hall Biology gives 
the fossil record top billing and concludes: “By examining fossils from 
sequential layers of rock, one could view how a species had changed and 


produced different species over time.”2 


Fossils certainly prove that the Earth was once populated by creatures that are 
no longer with us. The fossil record also provides evidence that the history of 
life has passed through several stages, only the most recent of which includes us. 
For most pre-Darwinian geologists, the fossil record also counted against a 
literal six thousand year age for the Earth—though not against a recent creation 
of human beings. 


Guess what? 


VThe most striking feature of the animal fossil record, the Cambrian 
explosion, turns Darwin’s theory upside down. 


7 Darwinists claim they have found the missing links between land 
mammals and whales, but they admit that none of the links could be 
ancestors of the others. 


7 It is impossible, in principle, to show that any two fossils are 
genealogically related. 


Do fossils also provide evidence for Darwin’s theory that all living things are 
modified descendants of a common ancestor? 


Darwin’s Tree of Life 


Imagine having a “chronoscope” that would enable you to peer back in time to 
the origin of the first animal—perhaps a primitive sponge. The sponge makes 
more sponges like itself, and (if Darwin’s theory is true) after thousands of 
generations this sponge population splits into two different kinds of sponges, 
which we call separate species. After millions more generations and the origin of 
a few more species, some species become so different from each other that we 
group them into two genera (plural of “genus”). After countless more 
generations, the differences increase to the point where some genera are so 
different from each other that we divide them into two families. As differences 
continue to accumulate we eventually group various families into two or more 
orders, and various orders into two or more classes. Despite all the generations 
and all the differences, however, we might still have only sponges. 


Then another major type of animal emerges—perhaps a jellyfish. This animal 
would be so radically different from the others that we wouldn’t consider it just 
another class of sponge, but an entirely new category—a “phylum” (plural 
“phyla”). This pattern of gradual divergence from a common ancestor, with 
major differences arising only after a long accumulation of minor differences, is 
how Darwin envisioned evolution. “By the theory of natural selection,” he 
wrote, “all living species have been connected with the parent-species of each 
genus, by differences not greater than we see between the natural and domestic 
varieties of the same species at the present day.” According to Darwin’s theory, 
if we could have observed the process of animal evolution “the number of 
intermediate and transitional links, between all living and extinct species, must 


have been inconceivably great.”2 


Those transitional links would have formed a branching pattern that Darwin 
called “the great Tree of Life.” He illustrated this with a sketch in The Origin of 


Species. (Figure 1.) 


If the “A” at the lower left in Darwin’s illustration were the primitive sponge 
from which all other animals descended, most of the branches above it would 
still be sponges. The major differences—the phyla—would appear only at the 
top, after a long history of branching due to the accumulation of minor 
differences. 


Modern biologists recognize several dozen animal phyla based on major 
differences in body plans. There are over a dozen phyla of worms alone, but 
there are even more striking differences between worms and mollusks (clams 
and octopuses), echinoderms (starfish and sea urchins), arthropods (lobsters and 
insects), and vertebrates (fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals). If 
Darwin’s theory were true, then these major differences should make their 
appearance at the top of his great Tree of Life. 








FIGURE 1. Darwin’s Tree of Life 


The oldest stage is at the bottom; the newest is at the top. The horizontal lines 
are separated by thousands or millions of generations. 


But the fossil record shows exactly the opposite. 


The Cambrian Explosion 


When Darwin wrote The Origin of Species, the oldest known fossils were from a 
geological period known as the Cambrian, named after rocks in Cambria, Wales. 
But the Cambrian fossil record doesn’t start with one or a few species that 
diverged gradually over millions of years into genera, then families, then orders, 
then classes, then phyla. Instead, most of the major animal phyla—and many of 
the major classes within them—appear together abruptly in the Cambrian, fully 
formed. 


According to modern paleontologists James Valentine, Stanley Awramik, 
Philip Signor, and Peter Sadler, the appearance of the major animal phyla near 
the beginning of the Cambrian is “the single most spectacular phenomenon 
evident in the fossil record.” The phenomenon is so dramatic that it has become 


known as the “Cambrian explosion,” or “biology’s Big Bang.”4 


Darwin was to some extent aware of this, and he called it a “serious” problem 
which “at present must remain inexplicable; and may be truly urged as a valid 
argument against the views here entertained.” He discounted the problem by 
arguing that the innumerable transitional forms required by his theory must have 
existed, but they were either too small or too delicate to have been preserved in 
the fossil record. Many of Darwin’s followers have relied on the same 


argument.2 


In the past few decades, however, paleontologists have discovered 
microfossils of tiny bacteria in rocks estimated to be billions of years older than 
the Cambrian. Furthermore, detailed studies of fossils from the Cambrian 
explosion itself show that many of them were soft-bodied. According to 
Cambridge University paleontologist Simon Conway Morris: “These remarkable 
[Cambrian] fossils reveal not only their outlines but sometimes even internal 


organs such as the intestines or muscles.” University of California-Los Angeles 
paleobiologist William Schopf wrote in 1994: “The long-held notion that 
Precambrian organisms must have been too small or too delicate to have been 


preserved in geological materials . . . [is] now recognized as incorrect.”® 


Valentine and his colleagues agree that the Cambrian explosion “is real; it is 
too big to be masked by flaws in the fossil record.” Indeed, as more fossils are 
discovered it becomes clear that the Cambrian explosion was “even more abrupt 


and extensive than previously envisioned.”2 


So the major phylum-level differences that Darwin predicted would appear 
last in the fossil record actually appeared first. Instead of proceeding from the 
bottom up, it seems that animal evolution—in the words of Valentine and his 
colleagues—“has by and large proceeded from the ‘top down’.” Paleontologist 
Harry Whittington, who pioneered the modern study of the Cambrian explosion 
in the Burgess Shale of Canada, wrote in 1985: “I look skeptically upon 
diagrams that show the branching diversity of animal life through time, and 
come down at the base to a single kind of animal ... Animals may have 


originated more than once, in different places and at different times.”8 
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What Darwin said 


“The manner in which species belonging to several of the main divisions of 
the animal kingdom suddenly appear in the lowest known fossiliferous 
rocks ... may be truly urged as a valid argument against the views here 
entertained.” 


—Charles Darwin, 
The Origin of Species 


Nevertheless, most paleontologists—including Valentine and his colleagues— 
do not regard the Cambrian explosion as a refutation of Darwinian evolution. 
Indeed, Valentine recently reaffirmed his conviction that “Darwin was correct in 


his conclusions that all living things have descended from a common ancestor.”2 


Whatever the source of the Darwinists’ conviction may be, it cannot be the 
Cambrian fossil evidence. They can only affirm their belief in Darwinian 
evolution in spite of the Cambrian fossil record, not because of it. 


A Whale of a Story 


As far as fossil evidence is concerned, the Cambrian explosion may be 
Darwinism’s worst-case scenario. In the interest of fairness and truth, however, 
we should also look at what many Darwinists consider to be their best-case 
scenario. 


What Friday the 13th and the fossil record have in common 


“The phrase ‘the fossil record’ sounds impressive and authoritative. As 
used by some persons it becomes, as intended, intimidating, taking on the 
aura of esoteric truth as expounded by an elite class of specialists. But what 
is it, really, this fossil record? Only data in search of interpretation. All 
claims to the contrary that I know, and I know of several, are so much 
superstition.” 


—Fossil expert 
Gareth Nelson, 1978 


Land animals did not appear until long after the Cambrian period, and 
mammals did not appear until long after that. The fossil record shows only land 
mammals until after the extinction of the dinosaurs, but sometime after that 
whales appeared. 


Fossils of dolphin-like dorudons and serpent-like basilosaurs were known 
even before Darwin published The Origin of Species. Both of these animals 
appear to have been fully aquatic. In 1983, a mammalian fossil skull was 
discovered in Pakistan that had some features suggestive of a whale, but the 
animal appears to have been a land-dweller.12 Considering the large number of 
changes in anatomy and physiology that would be needed to turn a land mammal 
into a whale, many critics of Darwinism have argued that the absence of 
transitional forms between terrestrial and aquatic mammals is a serious problem 
for evolutionary theory. 


According to the 1993 edition of the book Of Pandas and People, which 
criticizes Darwinism and defends intelligent design: “The extreme rarity of fossil 
transitional forms between the various types of plants, and the various types of 
animals, is a vexing problem for Darwinian thought.” In particular, the book 
mentions whales: “Darwinists believe that whales evolved from a land mammal. 
The problem is that there are no clear transitional fossils linking land mammals 


to whales.”14 


The very next year, however, paleontologist Hans Thewissen and _ his 
colleagues reported the discovery in Pakistan of a fossil with characteristics 
intermediate between a land mammal and a whale. The animal had legs that 
would have enabled it to walk on land, like a modern sea lion, but it also had a 
long tail that would have enabled it to swim like a sea otter. Thewissen and his 
colleagues called their find Ambulocetus natans, or “swimming walking whale.” 
A few months later, paleontologist Philip D. Gingerich and his colleagues 
discovered a slightly younger fossil in Pakistan that had some features 
intermediate between Ambulocetus and modern whales./2 


Stephen Jay Gould called this “the sweetest series of transitional fossils an 
evolutionist could ever hope to find.” Gould wrote: “This sequential discovery of 
picture-perfect intermediacy in the evolution of whales stands as a triumph in the 
history of paleontology. I cannot imagine a better tale for popular presentation of 
science or a more Satisfying, and intellectually based, political victory over 


lingering creationist opposition.” 2 


But no paleontologist worth his rocks—including Stephen Jay Gould—would 
claim that the series of whale fossils represents an actual lineage, because none 
of the animals could conceivably have given birth to any of the others. 
According to Berkeley paleontologist Kevin Padian, all of the fossil whales have 
“distinguishing characteristics, which they would have to lose in order to be 
considered direct ancestors of other known forms.”!4 At best, each of the fossils 
represents a terminal side branch on the whales’ tree of life. For example, in 
Figure 1, “the sweetest series of transitional fossils an evolutionist could ever 
hope to find” might occupy the branch-tips labeled s?, i4, k®, and 12. Darwinists 
acknowledge that not one of them would be in the “m” lineage leading to the 


modern whale, m22,42 


So the evidence from fossil whales is far better than the evidence from 
Cambrian fossils, but it still falls short of providing evidence for descent with 
modification. If one assumes that Darwin’s theory is true, fossils showing 
features that appear to be intermediate between land mammals and whales can 
be placed in a series, but it is not a series of ancestors and descendants. 


It turns out that the problem with fossils is not that transitional links are 
missing, but that fossil evidence in principle cannot provide evidence for descent 
with modification. 


Bedtime Stories 





How to put students to sleep: fossils 


“No fossil is buried with its birth certificate. That, and the scarcity of 
fossils, means that it is effectively impossible to link fossils into chains of 
cause and effect in any valid way.... To take a line of fossils and claim that 
they represent a lineage is not a scientific hypothesis that can be tested, but 
an assertion that carries the same validity as a bedtime story—amusing, 
perhaps even instructive, but not scientific.” 


—Evolutionary biologist Henry Gee, 1999 


In 1990, Ohio State University biologist Tim Berra published a book intended to 
refute critics of Darwinian evolution. To illustrate how the fossil record provides 
evidence for Darwin’s theory of descent with modification, Berra used pictures 


of various models of Corvette automobiles. “If you compare a 1953 and a 1954 
Corvette, side by side,” he wrote, “then a 1954 and a 1955 model, and so on, the 
descent with modification is overwhelmingly obvious.” But “descent” in 
Darwin’s theory means biological continuity through the same reproductive 
processes we observe in living things today: fertilization, development and birth. 
Automobiles are made, not born. Corvettes actually prove the opposite of what 
Berra intended—namely, that a succession of similarities does not, in and of 
itself—provide evidence for biological descent with modification. Darwin critic 


Phillip E. Johnson calls this “Berra’s Blunder.”?® 


Even in the case of living things, which do show descent with modification 
within existing species, fossils cannot be used to establish ancestor-descendant 
relationships. Imagine finding two human skeletons in your back yard, one about 
thirty years older than the other. Was the older individual the parent of the 
younger? Without written genealogical records and identifying marks it is 
impossible to answer the question. And in this case we’re dealing with two 
skeletons from the same species that are only a generation apart. 


So even if we had a fossil representing every generation and every imaginable 
intermediate between land mammals and whales—if there were no missing links 
whatsoever, it would still be impossible in principle to establish ancestor- 
descendant relationships. At most, we could say that between land mammals and 
whales there are many intermediate steps; we could not conclude from the fossil 
record alone that any one step was descended from the one before it. 


In 1978, fossil expert Gareth Nelson, of the American Museum of Natural 
History in New York, wrote: “The idea that one can go to the fossil record and 
expect to empirically recover an ancestor-descendant sequence, be it of species, 
genera, families, or whatever, has been, and continues to be, a pernicious 


illusion.”12 


Nature science writer Henry Gee doesn’t doubt Darwinian evolution, but he 
candidly admits that we can’t infer descent with modification from fossils. “No 
fossil is buried with its birth certificate,” he wrote in 1999. “That, and the 


scarcity of fossils, means that it is effectively impossible to link fossils into 
chains of cause and effect in any valid way.” According to Gee, we call new 
fossil discoveries missing links “as if the chain of ancestry and descent were a 
real object for our contemplation, and not what it really is: a completely human 
invention created after the fact, shaped to accord with human prejudices.” He 
concluded: “To take a line of fossils and claim that they represent a lineage is 
not a scientific hypothesis that can be tested, but an assertion that carries the 
same validity as a bedtime story—amusing, perhaps even instructive, but not 


scientific.”18 


For many years, the California Academy of Sciences in San Francisco proudly 
featured a museum exhibit about Darwinism. Some of the fossils on display 
were so small that that magnifying glasses were positioned over them so curious 
schoolchildren could see them clearly. As visitors exited the museum they were 
treated to a “Hard Facts Wall,” which showed an evolutionary tree of major 
animal groups. At each branch point in the tree—supposedly signifying the 
common ancestor of the branches above it—was a magnifying glass like those 
used elsewhere in the exhibit. Anyone who looked closely, however, could see 
that the magnifying glasses in this display had nothing under them. Visitors were 
expected to imagine common ancestors.!” 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Icons of Evolution: Why Much of What We Teach About Evolution Is 
Wrong, by Jonathan Wells; Washington, DC: Regnery Publishing, 2002. 


Of course, one can assume that Darwin’s theory is true, and then try to fit the 
fossil evidence into the picture suggested by that theory. There’s nothing 
unreasonable about this—but let’s state the reasoning up front: Theory rules, 
even without evidence. Fossils cannot provide evidence for descent with 
modification even when they’re from the same species, much less when they’re 
from entirely different species. Any claim to the contrary is just “a pernicious 
illusion” or “a bedtime story.” 


Want to Start a Barroom Fight? 


Nevertheless, according to paleontologists Kevin Padian and Kenneth D. 
Angielczyk, it is “illogical to use the fossil record as a basis to assert ignorance 
of evolutionary patterns and processes.” In a 1999 article arguing that the rarity 
of transitional fossils does not count as evidence against Darwinism, Padian and 
Angielczyk wrote: “Want to start a barroom fight? Ask another patron if he can 
produce proof of his unbroken patrilineal ancestry for the last four hundred 
years. Failing your challenge, the legitimacy of his birth is to be brought into 
question. At this insinuation, tables are overturned, convivial beverages spilled, 
and bottles fly. Not fair, claims the gentle reader. This goes beyond illogic to 
impoliteness, because you are not only placing on the other patron an 
unreasonable burden of proof, you are questioning his integrity if he fails. But 
isn’t that what creationists do when they claim that our picture of evolution in 
the fossil record must be fraudulent because we have so many gaps between 
forms?”22 


Yet Padian and Angielczyk have it exactly backwards. 


Imagine this: A Berkeley professor walks into a bar and goes up to a guy 
who’s peacefully sipping a beer. The professor looks down at the guy and 
declares with an air of authority: “You are the lineal descendant of a worm.” The 
guy stands up, tempted to deck this bozo right then and there, but he’s in a good 
mood and decides to play along. “Look,” the guy says, “I’ve read about this 
Darwin stuff in the papers, but what makes you think you can tell me who I’m 
descended from? J don’t even know anything about my great-great-grandparents, 
except that they were Irish. And here you are, claiming to know that one of their 
ancestors was a worm? Are you just trying to start a fight?” 


“Look,” says the professor, quoting comedian Lewis Black as his authority, 


“T’m right, and I don’t have to argue this point any more. Fossils. Fossils. 
FOSSILS! I win.”24 


Chapter Three 


KE AEA RADAR ADR AR AAD 


WHY YOU DIDN’T “EVOLVE” IN YOUR MOTHER’S WOMB 


Darwin knew that the fossil record was not good enough to establish his theory 
of descent with modification. He believed that his best evidence came not from 
fossils, but from embryos. “It seems to me,” Darwin wrote in The Origin of 
Species, “the leading facts in embryology, which are second to none in 
importance, are explained on the principle of variations in the many descendants 
from some one ancient progenitor.” And those leading facts, according to him, 
were that “the embryos of the most distinct species belonging to the same class 
are closely similar, but become, when fully developed, widely dissimilar.” 
Darwin even believed that early embryos “show us, more or less completely, the 
condition of the progenitor of the whole group in its adult state.” He considered 
this “by far the strongest single class of facts in favor of” his theory.4 


Guess what? 


1 'Darwin thought the strongest evidence for his theory was that vertebrate 
embryos are most similar in their earliest stages; the problem is, they’re not. 


1 'Faked embryo drawings are still used in some modern biology textbooks 
as “evidence” for Darwin’s theory. 


Scientists have never been able to produce Darwinian evolution by 


mutating an embryo. 


Darwin’s Strongest Evidence 


Several decades before Darwin published The Origin of Species, German 
embryologist Karl Ermst von Baer had shown that the embryos of some 
vertebrates (animals with backbones) pass through a stage at which they look 
very much alike. The idea that vertebrates start out looking very similar as early 
embryos and then become progressively more different as they develop into 
adults became known as “von Baer’s law,” though von Baer himself knew of 
many exceptions to it.* 





FIGURE 2. 


Haeckel’s Embryo Drawings 


The embryos are (left to right) fish, salamander, tortoise, chick, hog, calf, rabbit, 
and human. The top row has been faked, and the four right-hand columns are all 
from the same order of mammals. This version of Haeckel’s drawings is from 
Georges Romanes’s 1892 book Darwinism IIlustrated. 


Von Baer did not regard embryology as evidence for evolution. When Darwin 
proposed his theory, von Baer explicitly rejected the claim that the various 
classes of vertebrates (i.e., fishes, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals) 
were descended from a common ancestor. According to historian of science 
Timothy Lenoir, von Baer criticized Darwinists for having “already accepted the 
Darwinian evolutionary hypothesis as true before they set to the task of 
observing embryos.” 


Yet, in what historian of science Frederick Churchill calls “one of the ironies 
of nineteenth-century biology,” von Baer’s view “was confounded with and then 
transformed into” the evolutionary doctrine that the embryos of higher 
organisms pass through the adult forms of lower organisms in the course of their 
development. It was this evolutionary distortion of von Baer’s work that Darwin 


considered the strongest evidence for his theory.4 


In the 1860s, German Darwinist Emst Haeckel (pronounced “heckle”) made 
some drawings to illustrate this distorted view, and Darwin relied on the 
drawings in later editions of The Origin of Species and in The Descent of Man 
(1871). Haeckel’s embryo drawings, in one form or another, have since been 
reprinted in millions of biology textbooks, which use them as evidence for 
Darwinism. (Figure 2) 


But Haeckel faked his drawings. The embryos in the top row are not nearly as 
similar as he made them out to be; for more accurate drawings, see the next-to- 
bottom row in Figure 3. Furthermore, Haeckel was very selective in his choice 
of embryos. The four right-hand columns are all from the same order of 
mammals. Haeckel omitted embryos from the other two orders of mammals that 
include platypuses and kangaroos. He also omitted the two classes of vertebrates 
that include lampreys and sharks, and the order of amphibians that includes frogs 
—all of which look quite different from the groups portrayed here.2 
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Haeckel’s embryo drawings are fakes 


“Tt looks like it’s turning out to be one of the most famous fakes in 
biology.” 


—Michael K. Richardson 
Science, 1997 


Bending the Facts of Nature 


Haeckel’s fakery was exposed by his own contemporaries, who accused him of 
fraud, and it has been periodically re-exposed ever since. In 1997, British 
embryologist Michael K. Richardson and an international team of experts 
published photographs of actual embryos and compared them to Haeckel’s 
drawings. When Richardson was interviewed by Science magazine, he said: “It 


looks like it’s turning out to be one of the most famous fakes in biology.”® 


In 2000, evolutionary biologist Stephen Jay Gould called Haeckel’s embryo 
drawings “fraudulent” and wrote: “We do, I think, have the right to be both 
astonished and ashamed by the century of mindless recycling that has led to the 
persistence of these drawings in a large number, if not a majority, of modern 
textbooks!” Yet the recycling continues. In 2004, Haeckel’s embryo drawings 
were used as evidence for Darwinism in the tenth edition of Starr and Taggart’s 
Biology; The Unity and Diversity of Life; in an early version of Raver’s Biology: 
Patterns and Processes of Life; and in the third edition of Voet and Voet’s 
Biochemistry2 


It seems that the “evidence” Haeckel supposedly provided for Darwin’s theory 
is just too good to give up, and Darwinists continue to make excuses for his 
fakery. According to evolutionary biologist Jerry A. Coyne, Haeckel merely 
“doctored” his drawings. Anthropologist Eugenie C. Scott, of the militantly pro- 
Darwin National Center for Science Education (an organization we shall meet 
again and again throughout this book), says forgivingly that he “may have 
fudged his drawings somewhat.” And textbook writer Douglas J. Futuyma notes 


euphemistically that Haeckel “did improve his drawings.”® 


Turn the flock back: Darwin’s Dodos 


At the Tribeca Film Festival in April and May 2006, evolutionary biologist- 
turned-filmmaker Randy Olson premiered Flock of Dodos, a film that 
claims Haeckel’s embryos haven’t appeared in biology textbooks since 
1914. Yet Olson knows that many recent textbooks do contain Haeckel’s 
faked drawings. Although Flock of Dodos pretends to be a documentary, it 
is actually a pro-Darwin propaganda film. 


In any other scientific field, people making excuses for fraud like this would 
probably be disgraced or drummed out of the profession. 
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FIGURE 3. Early Stages in Vertebrate Embryos 


Drawings of early stages in the embryos of five classes of vertebrates. The stages 
are (top to bottom): fertilized egg; early cleavage; end of cleavage; gastrulation; 
and Haeckel’s “first” stage. The fertilized eggs are drawn to scale relative to 
each other, while the scales of the succeeding stages are normalized to facilitate 
comparisons. The embryos are (left to right): bony fish (zebrafish), amphibian 
(frog), reptile (turtle), bird (chick) and mammal (human). 


Coyne, Scott, and Futuyma justify their defense of Haeckel by claiming that 
his faked drawings illustrate a deeper truth. Scott says “the basic point that’s 
being illustrated by those drawings is still accurate.” Coyne writes: “Embryos of 
different vertebrates tend to resemble one another in early stages, but diverge as 
development proceeds.” And Futuyma claims that early vertebrate embryos 


“really are more similar, overall, than the animals are later in development.”2 


All of these statements are false. 


When an animal egg is fertilized, it first goes through a process called 
“cleavage,” during which it subdivides into hundreds or thousands of separate 
cells. At the end of cleavage, the cells begin to rearrange themselves in a process 
known as ““gastrulation,’ which is responsible for establishing the animal’s 
shape and generating tissues and organs. According to British embryologist 
Lewis Wolpert, “it is not birth, marriage, or death, but gastrulation which is truly 


‘the important event in your life’.”12 


Yet only after cleavage and gastrulation does a vertebrate embryo reach the 
stage that Haeckel labeled the “first.” If it were true (as Darwin and Haeckel 
claimed) that vertebrates are most similar in their earliest stages, then the various 
classes would be most similar during cleavage and gastrulation. Yet a survey of 
the five classes portrayed by Haeckel (bony fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and 
mammal) reveals that this is not the case. The cleavage patterns in four of the 


five classes show some general similarities, but the pattern in mammals is 
radically different. In the gastrulation stage, a fish is very different from an 
amphibian, and both are very different from reptiles, birds, and mammals. This 
is certainly not a pattern in which the earliest stages are the most similar and 
later stages are more different. (Figure 3) 


Like Haeckel’s fakery, the dissimilarity of early vertebrate embryos was well 
known in the nineteenth century. Embryologist Adam Sedgwick pointed out in 
1894 that the doctrine of early similarity and later difference is “not in 
accordance with the facts of development.” Comparing a dogfish with a chicken, 
Sedgwick wrote: “There is no stage of development in which the unaided eye 
would fail to distinguish between them with ease.” It is “not necessary to 
emphasize further these embryonic differences,” Sedgwick continued, because 
“every embryologist knows that they exist and could bring forward innumerable 
instances of them. I need only say with regard to them that a species is distinct 
and distinguishable from its allies from the very earliest stages all through the 


development.” 


Modern embryologists confirm this. Dartmouth College biologist William 
Ballard wrote in 1976 that it is “only by semantic tricks and subjective selection 
of evidence,” by “bending the facts of nature,” that one can argue that the 
cleavage and gastrulation stages of vertebrates “are more alike than their adults.” 
And in 1987 embryologist Richard P. Elinson emphasized that the early 
developmental stages of frogs, chicks, and mice “are radically different.”14 


Darwinism Explains the Evidence—Away 


So vertebrate embryos start out looking very different, then they become 
somewhat similar midway through development (though not as similar as 
Haeckel made them out to be) before diverging again. Embryologists call this 


pattern the “developmental hourglass.” (Figure 4)+2 


Jody F. Sjogren. Used with permission. 
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FIGURE 4. The Developmental Hourglass 


Vertebrate embryos start out looking very different (top), then they converge 
somewhat in appearance midway through development (though not as much as 
Haeckel pretended), then they diverge again as they develop further (bottom). 


Some recent biology textbooks have replaced Haeckel’s faked drawings with 
photographs of actual embryos, but they continue to mislead students about the 
true pattern of vertebrate development. Miller and Levine’s widely used high 
school textbook Prentice Hall Biology (2002) uses photographs to convince 
students that “in their early stages of development, chickens, turtles and rats look 
similar, providing evidence that they shared a common ancestor.” Yet the book 
omits fish and frog embryos, which look very different, and its photographs of a 
turtle, chick, and rat are from the midpoint of development (the circle on the 
right-hand side of Figure 4) rather than an early stage.4 


Darwin’s strongest evidence, however, was the supposed similarity of 
embryos in their earliest stages. If embryos are the key to ancestry, as Darwin 
claimed, then the developmental hourglass pattern is more consistent with 
separate origins than common ancestry. 


Instead of acknowledging the possibility that vertebrates might have different 
ancestors, Darwinists claim that the developmental hourglass pattern merely 
shows that early development can evolve easily. According to Duke University’s 
Gregory Wray, “profound changes in developmental mechanisms can evolve 
quite rapidly,” and Indiana University’s Rudolf Raff argues that “the 
evolutionary freedom of early... stages is significant in providing novel 


developmental patterns.”12 


So when the strongest facts in favor of Darwin’s theory turn out not to be facts 
at all, what do Darwinists do? Rather than question the theory, as scientists in 
other fields might, Darwinists simply declare that their theory is true anyway and 


use it to explain away those pesky embryos. 
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That raises my Haeckels 


“We do, I think, have the right to be both astonished and ashamed by the 
century of mindless recycling that has led to the persistence of these 
drawings in a large number, if not a majority, of modern textbooks!” 


—Stephen Jay Gould 
Natural History, 2000 


Evo-Devo to the Rescue? 


Other than misrepresenting the pattern of vertebrate development, Darwinists 
made little use of embryology until the 1980s, when molecular biology made it 
possible to study the genes involved in embryo development. A new discipline 
emerged, called “evolutionary developmental biology,” or “evo-devo” 


(pronounced ee-vo dee-vo).+® 


Ever since Darwinian evolution had been synthesized with Mendelian 
genetics in the 1930s, Darwinists had assumed that organisms are different 
because they have different genes. If genes control embryo development, then 
mutations in developmental genes would change the embryo, and the result 
would be evolution. In the 1980s, however, evo-devo biologists discovered to 
their surprise that radically different animals have very similar developmental 
genes. The principal developmental genes in mammals and insects are so similar 
that a gene from the former can replace its counterpart in the latter. For example, 
a gene needed for eye development in a mouse can induce eye development in a 


fruit fly embryo./Z 


The eyes induced in a fruit fly embryo by the mouse gene, however, are fruit 
fly eyes rather than mouse eyes. So whatever it is that makes a fly a fly ora 
mouse a mouse is not in the developmental genes they share. Those genes are 
non-specific switches, like the ignition switch in a vehicle. If we take an ignition 
switch from a Volvo convertible and put it in a Cessna jet, the plane doesn’t turn 
into a Car. 


Darwinists argue that the remarkable similarity of developmental genes shared 
by different animals points to their common ancestry, though that doesn’t 
explain how a relatively simple ancestral organism would have acquired all the 
developmental genes that are now found in its various and complex descendants. 


Even if the similarity of developmental genes were evidence for common 
ancestry, it would still constitute a paradox for neo-Darwinism. If genes control 
development, and radically different animals have similar developmental genes, 
then why are the animals so different? As Italian geneticist (and critic of 


Darwinism) Giuseppe Sermonti wrote in 2005, “Why is a fly not a horse?”22 


A Fly Isa Fly Is a Fly 


University of Wisconsin—Madison evo-devo biologist Sean B. Carroll argues 
that animals with similar developmental genes are different because they 
regulate their genes in different ways. Hitherto unexplored regions of DNA, he 
claims, regulate “when, where and how much of a gene’s product is made, .. . 
and evolutionary changes within this regulatory DNA lead to the diversity of 


form.”12 


One of the most famous examples of the alleged power of changes in 
regulatory DNA is a fruit fly with an extra pair of wings. Normal fruit flies have 
one pair of wings and one pair of “balancers”—tiny appendages behind the 
wings that help to stabilize the insect in flight. In the 1970s, Cal Tech geneticist 
Edward B. Lewis discovered that by carefully breeding three mutant strains he 
was able to produce a fruit fly in which the balancers were transformed into a 
second pair of normal-looking wings. He also discovered that the mutations that 
produce a four-winged fruit fly are in the regulatory region of the Ultrabithorax 
gene, which produces a protein called Ubx. If the body segment behind the fly’s 
normal wings produces Ubx, then balancers form; if mutations prevent it from 


producing Ubx, then normal-looking wings form.22 


At first glance, this might seem to provide evidence for Carroll’s claim that 
small developmental changes in regulatory DNA can produce large evolutionary 
changes in form. But the fruit fly is still a fruit fly. Furthermore, although the 
second pair of wings looks normal, it has no flight muscles. A four-winged fruit 
fly is like an airplane with a second pair of wings dangling uselessly from its tail. 
It has great difficulty flying or mating, so it can survive only in the laboratory. 
As evidence for evolution, a four-winged fruit fly is no better than a two-headed 
calf in a circus sideshow.2! 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Why Is a Fly Not a Horse? by Giuseppe Sermonti; Seattle, WA: Discovery 
Institute Press, 2005. 


In February 2002, a news release from the University of California-San Diego 
announced that biologist William McGinnis and his colleagues had discovered 
mutations that supposedly allowed shrimp-like animals, “with limbs on every 
segment of their bodies, to evolve 400 million years ago into a radically different 
body plan: the terrestrial six-legged insects.” The news release boasted that this 
was “a landmark in evolutionary biology” because “it effectively answers a 


major criticism creationists had long leveled against evolution.”22 


The actual research, published in Nature, was far more modest. Shrimp 
embryos contain a version of the Ubx protein that does not inhibit leg formation, 
while a fruit fly contains no Ubx in its thorax (from which legs develop) but 
contains a version of Ubx in its abdomen that does inhibit leg formation. 
McGinnis and his colleagues showed that when Ubx from the abdomen of a fruit 
fly is inserted into the thorax of a fruit fly embryo, leg development is inhibited; 
but when Ubx from a shrimp abdomen is inserted into the thorax of a fruit fly 
embryo, normal fruit fly leg rudiments develop. They concluded that the Ubx in 
a shrimp-like ancestor must have mutated into the fruit fly version that now 


suppresses leg development.*2 


And maybe it did. But McGinnis and his colleagues did not reduce the number 


of legs in a shrimp, which is what supposedly happened in the course of 
evolution. Furthermore, even if they had shown how ancient shrimp lost a few 
legs, their experiment would not have even begun to explain how a water- 
dwelling shrimp-like animal could acquire the ability to breathe air and fly. 





When the evidence is against you, find a Darwinist for a 
lawyer 


It is “only by semantic tricks and subjective selection of evidence,” by 
“bending the facts of nature,” that one can argue that the early embryo 
stages of vertebrates “are more alike than their adults.” 


—William Ballard 
BioScience, 1976 


Evo-devo advocates have not given up, though. In a 2005 book titled The 
Plausibility of Evolution, Harvard’s Marc W. Kirschner and Berkeley’s John C. 
Gerhart argued that regulatory changes in DNA could make it “easy” for animals 
to evolve. They wrote that if such changes could be experimentally produced in 


a laboratory test animal then “doubters would have to admit” the plausibility of 
Darwinism. They concluded: “Such experiments are just now becoming 


feasible.”24 


Yet Kirschner and Gerhart cited only one such experiment. When a severe 
drought killed most of the finches on an island in the Galapagos in 1977, 
biologists observed that the survivors had, on average, slightly larger beaks. In 
2004, a research team reported that Galapagos finches with larger beaks have 
more of a protein called Bmp4 in their embryos. When the researchers 
experimentally altered the amount of Bmp4 in chicken embryos, they found 
changes in the shapes of the embryos’ beaks, though Bmp4 has other effects as 
well. The researchers concluded that changes in Bmp4 may have contributed to 
the beak changes in Galapagos finches, though they did not produce a breed of 
chickens with modified beaks, much less a new species of finch. (Neither did the 
1977 drought: when the rains returned, the average beak size reverted to 


normal.)=2 


So evo-devo has provided us with evidence that regulatory changes in DNA 
can affect embryo development. But the results are always either trivial (Bmp4) 
or harmful (Ubx). Disabled fruit flies with extra wings or missing legs have 
taught us something about developmental genetics, but nothing about evolution. 
All of the evidence points to one conclusion: no matter what we do to a fruit fly 
embryo, there are only three possible outcomes—a normal fruit fly, a defective 
fruit fly, or a dead fruit fly. Not even a horsefly, much less a horse. 


Chapter Four 


EE TE EN 


WHAT DO MOLECULES TELL US ABOUT OUR 
ANCESTORS? 


Since fossils cannot in principle show us relationships of ancestry and descent, 
and since vertebrate embryos are not most similar in their earliest stages, the 
descent with modification of all living things from a common ancestor cannot be 
inferred from the fossil or embryo evidence. If Darwinism is science, it must be 
based on other evidence. Since the mid-twentieth century, Darwinists have 
increasingly turned to molecular biology to supply that evidence. 


A 1999 booklet published by the U.S. National Academy of Sciences states: 
“The evidence for evolution from molecular biology is overwhelming and is 
growing quickly. In some cases, this molecular evidence makes it possible to go 
beyond the paleontological evidence. For example, it has long been postulated 
that whales descended from land mammals that had returned to the sea.” Recent 


genetic comparisons “have confirmed this relationship.”+ 


Ernst Haeckel coined the word “phylogeny” to refer to the evolutionary 
history of a group of organisms. If evolutionary relationships are inferred from 
comparisons of molecules—DNA, RNA, or proteins—the resulting pattern is 
called a “molecular phylogeny.” 


Guess what? 


1 Neither fossils nor embryos demostrate evolutionary relationships, so 
modern Darwinists construct hypotheses about the past from molecular data 
found only in living organisms. 


1 The only way to construct an evolutionary tree from molecules in living 
organisms is to assume Darwinism is true and then fit the data into a 
branching-tree pattern. 


Molecular studies have failed to produce a consistent evolutionary tree, 
and the more molecules scientists analyze, the more elusive the tree 
becomes. 


According to Douglas J. Futuyma’s 2005 college textbook Evolution: 
“Molecular phylogenies support many of the relationships that have long been 
postulated from morphological [i.e., anatomical] data. These two data sets are 


entirely independent, ... so their correspondence justifies confidence that the 


relationships are real.”2 


Yet there are serious inconsistencies between the molecular and 
morphological evidence. There are even serious inconsistencies between 
different analyses of the molecular data. Far from solving Darwinism’s problems 
with the evidence, molecular phylogeny has aggravated them. 


Molecular Phylogeny 


Since we can’t travel back in time, all hypotheses about past evolutionary 
relationships are inferred by comparing similarities and differences among 
organisms. With fossils, we’re comparing things that lived in the past. With 
embryos, we’re comparing things that are living now. In the 1960s, biologists 
Emile Zuckerkandl and Linus Pauling suggested that evolutionary histories 
could be reconstructed by comparing organisms at the molecular level. Except 
for a few rare DNA sequences that are several thousand years old, however, all 


of the molecules we have come from organisms that live in the present.2 


All organisms, from bacteria to humans, contain DNA, RNA, and proteins. 
These molecules consist of sequences of subunits, but the exact sequences may 
differ from one organism to the next. Molecular phylogeny compares those 
sequences to infer evolutionary relationships. DNA, RNA, or proteins that differ 
by only a few subunits are presumed to be more closely related in evolutionary 
terms than those that differ by many subunits. 


An attractive feature of molecular phylogeny is that it lends itself to 
quantitative measurement. It is more difficult to quantify the degree of similarity 
between the skeletons of a fish and a human (how does one assign a number to a 
shape?) than it is to quantify the number of subunits that are identical in two 
different DNA sequences. 


Since all living cells use molecular factories called ribosomes to make 
proteins, molecular phylogeny has relied heavily on comparisons among the 
molecules in ribosomes. The most popular of these has been 18s rRNA. (The 
“18s” refers to its size, and “rRNA” is the abbreviation for “ribosomal RNA.”) 


This doesn’t sound good 


“Different phylogenetic analyses can reach contradictory inferences with 
absolute support.” 


—Evolutionary biologists Antonis 
Rokas, Dirk Kruger, and Sean B. 
Carroll, 2005 


In principle, it should be a simple matter to line up the 18s rRNA molecules 
from several different organisms, calculate the degree of similarity, and use 
those numbers to draw an evolutionary tree reflecting their ancestor-descendant 
relationships. In practice, however, this is not easy to do. First, it is not always 
clear how to line up two different molecules. Shifting a molecule one subunit 
relative to another molecule can radically alter the alignment and thus the result. 
Second, real biological molecules contain thousands of subunits, and if more 
than two molecules or more than two organisms are being compared, the 
numbers get very cumbersome. Many molecular biologists have spent their 
careers devising and refining sophisticated mathematical methods for 
constructing molecular phylogenies, and there is still considerable disagreement 
among such people over which methods are best. 


With these things in mind, let’s take a look at what molecular phylogeny has 
accomplished. 


A Whale of a Story, Part 2 


As we saw in Chapter Two, the whale series may be the Darwinists’ best-case 
fossil scenario. Since the oldest specimens in the series consist of skulls and 
teeth that are similar to an extinct group of hyena-like mammals called 
mesonychians, University of Chicago evolutionary biologist Leigh Van Valen 
proposed in the 1960s that modern whales are descended from mesonychians. 
For several decades, that was the consensus view among paleontologists.* 


In the 1990s, molecular studies suggested a very different picture. By 
comparing various molecules from whales with their counterparts in other living 
mammals, molecular evolutionists concluded that the closest living relatives of 
whales are hippopotamuses. Many paleontologists considered this anathema, 
since on morphological grounds hippos seem much more closely related to other 
even-toed hoofed mammals such as pigs and camels. On molecular grounds, 
however, the “whippo” hypothesis claimed that hippos are more closely related 


to whales than they are to other land mammals.2 


Some evolutionary biologists remained skeptical. In 1999, John E. Heyning 
wrote in Science: “Previous experience suggests we should be cautious about 
wholeheartedly embracing such provocative hypotheses of relationships. More 
often than not, such controversial claims are found to be weakly supported or 
contradicted when scrutinized in more-detailed analyses.” State University of 
New York biologists Maureen A. O’Leary and Jonathan H. Geisler examined 
123 morphological characters from 10 living and 30 extinct species and 
concluded that whales are probably descended from mesonychians and that the 
“whippo” hypothesis is false.° 





What’s our relationship? 


“Despite the comforting certainty of textbooks and 150 years of argument, 
the true relationships of the major groups (phyla) of animals remain 
contentious.” 


—Evolutionary biologists Martin 
Jones and Mark Blaxter, 2004 


In 2001, scientists working with Philip D. Gingerich and J. G. M. Thewissen 
analyzed ankle bones in several newly discovered fossils and concluded that 
whales are more closely related to living even-toed hoofed mammals than they 
are to mesonychians. The Gingerich team also concluded that it is “plausible” 
that hippos “may be the closest living relatives of whales,” though the 
Thewissen group stopped short of claiming that hippos are closer to whales than 
they are to pigs or camels. In commentaries accompanying the reports, French 
biologist Christian de Muizon wrote that the new results “contradict the previous 
hypotheses of both paleontologists and molecular biologists,” while American 
biologist Kenneth D. Rose pointed out that “substantial discrepancies remain” 
between the morphological and molecular evidence. In particular, removing 
mesonychians from the picture means the tooth and skull features that whales 


share with them had to be the result of “convergent evolution.”2 


“Convergent evolution” is a term Darwinists use for similarities that are not 
thought to result from common ancestry. But if similarities are the primary 
evidence for common ancestry, how can we know when they are not due to 
common ancestry? Similarities in fossils originally suggested that hippos are 
evolutionary sisters of pigs and camels but far removed from whales. Similarities 
in molecules now suggest that hippos are evolutionary sisters of whales but far 
removed from pigs and camels—and that the fossil similarities on which 
Darwinists originally relied were never evidence for common ancestry at all. If 
the original fossil similarities were not evidence for common ancestry, how do 
we know that the molecular similarities are? Why should we trust either 
hypothesis? 


The answer matters, for two reasons. First, in order to understand how 
evolution works, it is important for biologists to know the route it took. To 
explain the origin of whales we need to know where they came from. Second, 
relationships are important. Imagine waking up one day and finding out that the 
people you thought were your parents and siblings are no more closely related to 
you than space aliens. 


We all want to know our true family relationships. When it comes to 
molecular phylogeny, it turns out that we can’t tell whether we are more closely 
related to insects than we are to worms. 


Are We Closer to Insects or Worms? 


The simplest and presumably most primitive animals are sponges and jellyfish. 
Other major animal groups, or phyla, have traditionally been divided into three 
broad categories based on morphological similarities. In this scheme, vertebrates 
(animals with backbones, such as humans) were considered more closely related 
to arthropods (crustaceans and insects) than to nematodes (tiny roundworms 
found in soil and marine sediments). Morphologically, we are evolutionary first 
cousins of insects, but only distant cousins of roundworms. 


In 1997, Anne Marie Aguinaldo and her colleagues proposed a radical 
revision of animal relationships based on comparisons of their 18s rRNA. 


According to the revised phylogeny, we are no more closely related to insects 


than we are to roundworms.2 


Obviously, Futuyma’s claim that molecular phylogenies tend to support 
traditional morphological phylogenies is not true in this case. In fact, results 
from 28s RNA (a larger molecule also found in ribosomes) conflict with results 
from 18s rRNA. Even worse, 18s rRNA phylogenies differ from laboratory to 
laboratory. In 1999, evolutionary biologist Michael Lynch wrote: “Clarification 
of the phylogenetic relationships of the major animal phyla has been an elusive 
problem, with analyses based on different genes and even different analyses 


based on the same genes yielding a diversity of phylogenetic trees.”2 


Lynch was optimistic that with improved methods molecular phylogeny 
would clarify relationships among the animal phyla. Despite the continuing 
efforts of many researchers, however, conflicts among molecular phylogenies of 
the major animal groups have not just persisted, but grown. 


In 2000, French molecular biologist André Adoutte and his colleagues 
affirmed their confidence in the new rRNA-based animal phylogeny. In 2002, 
however, Pennsylvania State University biologist Jaime E. Blair, along with his 
colleagues, compared over 100 protein alignments and concluded: “The 
grouping of nematodes with arthropods is an artifact that arose from the analysis 
of a single gene, 18s rRNA. The results presented here suggest caution in 
revising animal phylogeny from analyses of one or a few genes .... Our results 
indicate that insects (arthropods) are genetically and evolutionarily closer to 


humans (vertebrates) than to nematodes.”!2 


In 2004, National Center for Biotechnology Information researcher Yuri I. 
Wolf and his colleagues analyzed over five hundred proteins using three 
different phylogenetic methods. They concluded that “the majority of the 
methods . . . grouped the fly with humans to the exclusion of nematodes.” The 
following year, French biologist Hervé Philippe and colleagues analyzed 146 
genes and 35 species representing 12 animal phyla. They concluded that their 
data grouped arthropods with nematodes to the exclusion of vertebrates. 


So round and round she goes, and where she stops, nobody knows. In a 
commentary accompanying Philippe’s report, University of Edinburgh 
evolutionary biologists Martin Jones and Mark Blaxter wrote: “Despite the 
comforting certainty of textbooks and 150 years of argument, the true 
relationships of the major groups (phyla) of animals remain contentious.” 
Although Jones and Blaxter favored Philippe’s view, they predicted that the 
molecular tree of life “will sprout new shoots—and new controversies—very 
soon.” Indeed, in December 2005, biologist Antonis Rokas and colleagues used 
two different methods to analyze fifty genes from seventeen animal groups. 
They noted that “different phylogenetic analyses can reach contradictory 
inferences with absolute support” and concluded that the evolutionary 


relationships among the phyla “remain unresolved.” 4 


So the molecular phylogeny of the major animal phyla is a mess. When 
biologists use molecules to look for the trunk and root of Darwin’s tree of life, 
the mess gets worse. 


Uprooting the Tree of Life 


According to Darwin, “all the organic beings which have ever lived on this earth 
may be descended from some one primordial form.” In the 1980s, University of 
Illinois-Urbana microbiologist Carl R. Woese pioneered the use of 18s rRNA to 
construct an all-encompassing tree of life and identify the “universal common 
ancestor.” By the late 1990s, serious problems had emerged. “When scientists 
started analyzing a variety of genes from different organisms,” wrote University 
of California-Los Angeles molecular biologists James A. Lake, Ravi Jain, and 
Maria A. Rivera, they “found that their relationships to each other contradicted 
the evolutionary tree of life derived from rRNA analysis alone.” According to 
French biologists Hervé Philippe and Patrick Forterre: “With more and more 
sequences available, it turned out that most protein phylogenies contradict each 


other as well as the rRNA tree.” 


In 1998, Woese wrote: “No consistent organismal phylogeny has emerged 
from the many individual protein phylogenies so far produced.” He concluded 
that primitive organisms acquired many of their genes and proteins, not by 
Darwinian descent with modification, but by “lateral gene transfer” from other 
organisms. “The universal ancestor,” he wrote,” is not an entity, a thing,” but a 
community of complex molecules—a sort of primordial soup—from which 


different kinds of cells emerged independently.“4 


At about the same time, Dalhousie University evolutionary biologist W. Ford 
Doolittle concluded that lateral gene transfer among ancient organisms meant 
that molecular phylogeny might never be able to discover the “true tree” of life, 
not because it is using the wrong methods or the wrong genes, “but because the 
history of life cannot properly be represented as a tree.” He concluded: “Perhaps 
it would be easier, and in the long run more productive, to abandon the attempt 
to force” the molecular data “into the mold provided by Darwin.” Instead of a 


tree, Doolittle proposed “a web-or net-like pattern.” 


Philippe and Forterre proposed methodological refinements that enabled them 
to re-root the universal tree, but the new root was not what everyone else was 
looking for. In the standard Darwinian scenario, life began with simple cells— 
cells without nuclei—but Philippe and Forterre rooted their phylogeny in a much 


more complex cell, one with a nucleus.1® 


The controversy over the universal tree of life continues. In 2002, Woese 
suggested that biology should go beyond Darwin’s doctrine of common descent. 
In 2004, he wrote: “The root of the universal tree is an artifact resulting from 
forcing the evolutionary course into a tree representation when _ that 
representation is inappropriate.” In 2004, Doolittle and his colleagues proposed 
replacing the tree of life with a net-like “synthesis of life,” and in 2005 they 
recommended that “representations other than a tree should be investigated.” 
Meanwhile, other scientists continue to defend the hypothesis that the universal 


ancestor existed but was complex rather than simple./2 





Barking up the wrong tree 


“We cannot infer a unique tree of organisms from the pattern of 
relationships among genomes without making further assumptions about 
evolutionary processes that are just that: still-unproven assumptions. We 


have, for several decades, thought that our job was to uncover the structure 
of a Tree of Life, whose reality we need not question. But really, what we 
have been doing is testing Darwin’s hypothesis that a tree is the appropriate 
representation of life’s history, back to the beginning. Like any hypothesis, 
it could be false.” 


—Evolutionary biologist W. Ford Doolittle, 2005 


In 2004, Rivera and Lake proposed yet another model. On the assumption that 
cells with nuclei originated when cells without nuclei fused together, Rivera and 
Lake inferred that “at the deepest levels . . . the tree of life is actually a ring of 
life.” In an accompanying commentary, biologists William Martin and T. Martin 
Embley note that this “ring of life” is “at odds with the view of... simple 


Darwinian divergence.”!8 


Whatever merits these hypotheses might have, one thing is clear: molecular 
phylogeny has failed, utterly and completely, to establish that universal common 
ancestry is true. The molecular evidence, like the fossil and embryo evidence, is 
plagued with inconsistencies, and Darwinism must be assumed in order to 
explain it; or, as is often the case, explain it away. 


Reading the Entrails of Chickens 


On the assumption that two organisms are descended from a common ancestor, 
their molecular differences are sometimes used to make quantitative estimates of 
how long ago they became separate lineages. Such estimates are calibrated 
against measured mutation rates in modern genes and dates derived from the 
fossil record. The problem is that different genes mutate at different rates, and 
dates derived from the fossil record are uncertain. 





Yankee and Red Sox fans have nothing to worry about 


“There never was a universal common ancestor. The Doctrine of Common 
Descent has deceived us.” 


—Evolutionary biologist 
Carl R. Woese, 2005 


In a 2004 article in Trends in Genetics, evolutionary biologists Dan Graur and 
William Martin criticized some divergence dates that “were generated through 
improper methodology on the basis of a single calibration point” in the fossil 
record that was “both inaccurate and inexact—and in many _ instances 
inapplicable and irrelevant.” Although all quantitative measurements in science 
include some error, much of the molecular dating literature has treated this 
calibration point as an errorless absolute, producing what Graur and Martin 
called an “illusion of precision” and “an exhaustive evolutionary timeline that is 
enticing but totally imaginary.” Graur and Martin concluded: “Unfortunately, no 
matter how great our thirst for glimpses of the past might be, mirages contain no 
water.” 


Graur and Martin’s article was not a general critique of molecular phylogeny, 
or even of molecular dating. “On the contrary,” they wrote, “molecular estimates 
of divergence times . . . are useful when based on solid statistical methodology 
and multiple fossil calibrations.” But they were sufficiently frustrated with the 


imprecision they saw to title their article “Reading the Entrails of Chickens.”/2 


In ancient Rome, some soothsayers used livers from sacrificed animals to 
foretell the future. Of course, the soothsayers were reading their own visions into 
the livers. Animal entrails, like tea leaves, are mute. But when it comes to 
providing evidence for Darwinian evolution, so are the molecules in living 
organisms. 


Molecular inferences about whale ancestry conflict with morphological 
inferences; molecular phylogenies of the animal phyla conflict with each other; 
and inconsistencies in molecular phylogenies have persuaded many biologists to 
abandon the idea of a universal common ancestor altogether. Yet the main 
problem with molecular phylogenies is not that they conflict with the 
morphological evidence or with each other. Their main problem is that they 
assume the common ancestry they purport to prove. Descent with modification 
from a common ancestor has to be read into the molecules, which by themselves 


tell us nothing new or profound. As evidence for Darwinism, molecular 
phylogeny is no better than reading the entrails of chickens. 


Chapter Five 
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THE ULTIMATE MISSING LINK 


If all species (after the first) are descended with modification from some other 
species, then everything in Darwin’s theory depends on the origin of new species 
from existing species—what evolutionary biologists call “speciation.” 


Changes within existing species are beside the point. “Darwin called his great 
work On the Origin of Species,” wrote Harvard evolutionary biologist Ernst 
Mayr, “for he was fully conscious of the fact that the change from one species 


into another was the most fundamental problem of evolution.”+ 


So speciation is Darwinism’s most fundamental problem—the starting point 
for everything else in evolutionary theory. It is not an issue for intelligent design, 
which asserts only that some features of living things are best explained by an 
intelligent cause. Speciation is not an issue for biblical creationists, either, since 
Genesis states that God created “kinds,” not individual species. 


As a purely scientific matter, however, it is reasonable to ask: has speciation 
—the most fundamental process in Darwinian evolution—ever been observed? 


Guess what? 


7 Although all species have supposedly descended from other species 


through selection and variation, no one has observed the origin of even one 
species by this process. 


1 Despite the title of his book, Darwin didn’t solve the problem of the 
origin of species, and his followers are still looking for “evolution’s 
smoking gun.” 


7'Since fossils, embryos, and molecules don’t demostrate common ancestry 
and the “smoking gun” is still missing, the evidence for Darwinism is 
underwhelming, at best. 


Evolution’s Smoking Gun 


Despite the title of his book, Darwin never solved the “mystery of mysteries,” as 
he called the origin of species. In 1997, evolutionary biologist Keith Stewart 
Thomson wrote: “A matter of unfinished business for biologists is the 
identification of evolution’s smoking gun,” and “the smoking gun of evolution is 
speciation, not local adaptation and differentiation of populations.” Before 
Darwin, the consensus was that species can vary only within certain limits; 
indeed, centuries of artificial selection had seemingly demonstrated such limits 
experimentally. “Darwin had to show that the limits could be broken,” wrote 


Thomson, “so do we.”2 


Some Darwinists claim that they have found evolution’s smoking gun by 
observing speciation in action. A 1987 article in American Biology Teacher cited 
“several instances of observed speciation that can... silence at least one common 
creationist argument against evolution.” A pro-Darwin web site, Talk.Origins, 
subsequently posted a long essay titled “Observed Instances of Speciation,” 


which was soon followed by “Some More Observed Speciation Events.”2 


Biologists need the Nixon tape of June 23 


“A matter of unfinished business for biologists is the identification of evo- 
Alution’s smoking gun. .. . The smoking gun of evolution is speciation, not 
local adaptation and differentiation of populations .” 


—Keith Stewart Thomson, 


American Scientist, 1997 


Anyone who takes the time to plow through the references cited in these 
essays finds that most of the alleged instances of “observed” speciation are 
actually analyses of already existing species that are used to defend one or 
another hypothesis of how speciation occurs. For example, it seems likely that 
various species of finches on the Galapagos Islands are descended with 
modification from an original ancestor that came from the mainland of South 
America. It also seems likely that some similar fish species in African lakes had 
a recent origin. Biologists have proposed various hypotheses about how such 
species originated, and articles about them make up most of the alleged 
“observed instances of speciation” mentioned above. But analyzing existing 
species to test hypotheses about how they originated is a far cry from observing 
speciation in action. 


There actually are some confirmed cases of observed speciation in plants—all 
of them due to an increase in the number of chromosomes, or “polyploidy.” In 
the first decades of the twentieth century, Swedish scientist Arne Miintzing used 
two plant species to make a hybrid that underwent chromosome doubling to 
produce hempnettle, a member of the mint family that had already been found in 
nature. Polyploidy can also be physically or chemically induced without 


hybridization.4 


Observed cases of speciation by polyploidy, however, are limited to flowering 
plants. According to evolutionary biologist Douglas J. Futuyma, polyploidy 
“does not confer major new morphological characteristics . . . [and] does not 
cause the evolution of new genera” or higher levels in the biological hierarchy. 
Darwinism depends on the splitting of one species into two, which then diverge 
and split and diverge and split, over and over again. Only this could produce the 
branching-tree pattern required by Darwinian evolution, in which all species are 


modified descendants of a common ancestor.2 


So if biologists could start with one species and make it split into two by using 


variation and selection, they would be able to observe branching speciation, the 
cornerstone of Darwinism. They would have found evolution’s smoking gun. 


Speciation as a Research Program 


Attempting to observe speciation is complicated by the fact that biologists have 
not been able to agree on a definition of “species,” since no single definition fits 
every case. For example, a definition applicable to living, sexually reproducing 
organisms might make no sense when applied to fossils or bacteria. In their 2004 
book Speciation, evolutionary biologists Jerry A. Coyne and H. Allen Orr point 
out that there are more than twenty-five definitions of “species.” How can we 
choose among them? “Biologists want species concepts to be useful for some 
purpose,” write Coyne and Orr, “but differ in what that purpose should be. We 
can think of at least five such goals.” A species concept is useful, they explain, if 
it (1) helps biologists to classify organisms; (2) corresponds to the entities in 
nature; (3) helps us understand how those entities originate; (4) represents 
evolutionary history; and (5) applies to as many organisms as possible. Coyne 
and Orr acknowledge that “no species concept will accomplish even most of 
these purposes,” but they “feel that, when deciding on a species concept, one 
should first identify the nature of one’s ‘species problem,’ and then choose the 
concept best at solving that problem.” 


Like most other Darwinists, Coyne and Orr choose Ernst Mayr’s “biological 
species concept” (BSC): “Species are groups of interbreeding natural 
populations that are reproductively isolated from other such groups.” Why? “The 
most important advantage of the BSC is that it immediately suggests a research 
program to explain the existence of the entities it defines.” Coyne and Orr “feel 
that it is less important to worry about species status than to recognize that the 


process of speciation involves acquiring reproductive barriers.”® 


In The Origin of Species, Darwin wrote: “According to my view, varieties are 
species in the process of formation, or are, as I have called them, incipient 
species.” But how can we possibly know whether two varieties (or races) are in 
the process of becoming separate species? Saint Bernards and chihuahuas are 


two varieties that cannot interbreed naturally. Are they on their way to becoming 
separate species? How can we know? The Ainu people of northern Japan and the 
!Kung of southern Africa are separated not only geographically, linguistically, 
and culturally, but also (for all practical purposes) reproductively. Are they 
therefore “incipient species?” 





Group think! 


“Microevolution does not lead beyond the confines of the species, and the 
typical products of microevolution, the geographic races, are not incipient 
species.” 


—Richard Goldschmidt, 1940 


To people searching for evolution’s smoking gun, reproductive isolation 
seems more promising than the many other criteria that distinguish separate 
species, because it can occur by degrees. But as the examples above 
demonstrate, partial reproductive isolation is no guarantee that two varieties are 
on their way to becoming separate species. “Incipient speciation” is really no 
more than a prediction, since by definition it refers to the production of two 


varieties that are thought to be en route to speciation. 


With this in mind, let’s look at some alleged instances of observed speciation. 


Alleged Instances of Observed Speciation 


The essays cited above in American Biology Teacher and on the Talk.Origins 
website list only five examples that might be construed as alleged instances of 
observed Darwinian speciation. First, from a single lab population of Drosophila 
(fruit flies) in 1962, J. M. Thoday and J. B Gibson bred only those with the 
highest and lowest number of bristles (the insect equivalent of hair). After 
twelve generations, the experiment produced two populations that not only 
differed in bristle number but also showed “strong though partial isolation.” Not 
only did Thoday and Gibson not claim to have produced a new species, but other 
laboratories were unable to replicate their results.2 


Second, in 1958 Theodosius Dobzhansky and Olga Pavlovsky started a 
laboratory population of fruit flies using a single female of the Llanos-A strain 
from Colombia. That same year, crosses between Llanos-A and several other 
strains produced fertile hybrids in the laboratory, but when tested again in 1963 
similar crosses yielded sterile hybrids. In 1966, Dobzhansky and Pavlovsky 
concluded: “Llanos-A is a new race or incipient species having arisen in the 
laboratory at some time between 1958 and 1963.” Coyne and Orr wrote in 2004, 
however, that Dobzhansky and Pavlovsky’s result “may have been due to 
contamination of cultures by other subspecies.” In any case, Dobzhansky and 


Pavlovsky reported only a “new race or incipient species,” not a new species.2 


Third, in 1964 biologists collected some marine worms from a population in 
Los Angeles Harbor and used them to start a lab colony. When biologists went 
back to the same location twenty-two years later, the original population had 
disappeared, so they collected worms from two other locations several miles 
away, and used them to start two new lab colonies. In 1989, researchers found 
that the two new colonies could interbreed with each other but not with the 
colony that had been started twenty-five years earlier. In 1992, James Weinberg 
and his colleagues called this an observed instance of “rapid speciation,” based 


on the assumption that the original colony had “speciated in the laboratory, 
rather than before 1964.” A few years later, however, tests performed by 
Weinberg and two others showed that the original population was “already a 
species different from” the two new colonies “at the time when it was originally 
sampled in 1964.” No speciation had occurred.2 





No show 


“Microevolution looks at adaptations that concern the survival of the fittest, 
not the arrival of the fittest.... The origin of species—Darwin’s problem— 
remains unsolved.” 


—Scott Gilbert, John Optiz, 
and Rudolf Raff, 
Developmental Biology, 

1997 


Fourth, in 1969 E. Paterniani reported an experiment on maize in which 
breeding was permitted only between individuals possessing two extremes of a 


particular trait. Paterniani noted “an almost complete reproductive isolation 
between two maize populations” but did not claim that a new species had been 


produced.22 


Finally, in the 1980s William R. Rice and George W. Salt offered some fruit 
flies eight different habitats and bred only those that chose the two most extreme 
environments. Within thirty generations the flies had sorted themselves into two 
populations that did not interbreed, but Rice and Salt claimed only “incipient 


speciation that we believe to have occurred.”4 


So except for polyploidy in plants, which is not what Darwin’s theory needs, 
there are no observed instances of the origin of species. As evolutionary 
biologists Lynn Margulis and Dorion Sagan wrote in 2002: “Speciation, whether 
in the remote Galapagos, in the laboratory cages of the drosophilosophers, or in 
the crowded sediments of the paleontologists, still has never been directly 


traced.” Evolution’s smoking gun is still missing.“ 


Microevolution and Macroevolution 


According to Douglas J. Futuyma’s 2005 college textbook Evolution, branching 
speciation “is the sine qua non of diversity” required to produce Darwin’s 
branching tree of life. It “stands at the border between microevolution—the 
genetic changes within and among populations—and macroevolution”—the 
evolution of biological categories above the level of species. So one way of 
Stating the importance of speciation is by distinguishing between 
“microevolution”—the uncontroversial changes within species that people 


observed long before Darwin—and “macroevolution’—the branching-tree 


pattern of evolution that is the essence of Darwinism./2 


In 2005, Darwinist Gary Hurd claimed that the distinction between 
microevolution and macroevolution was just a creationist fabrication. Asked to 
review proposed science standards requiring students to study evidence both for 
and against Darwinism, Hurd wrote to the Kansas State Board of Education: “TI 
am confident that there are other qualified commentators who will have pointed 
out the absurdity of differentiating ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ evolution—terms which 


have no meaning outside of creationist polemics.” 4 


Hurd represented himself as an expert on evolutionary biology, but the 
distinction between microevolution and macroevolution was first made by 
evolutionary biologists. In 1937, Theodosius Dobzhansky noted that there was 
no hard evidence to connect small-scale changes within existing species 
(“microevolution”) to the origin of new species and the large-scale changes we 
see in the fossil record (“macroevolution”). Since “there is no way toward an 
understanding of the mechanisms of macroevolutionary changes, which require 
time on a geological scale, other than through a full comprehension of the 
microevolutionary processes observable within the span of a human lifetime,” 
Dobzhansky concluded: “For this reason we are compelled at the present level of 
knowledge reluctantly to put a sign of equality between the mechanisms of 


macro-and microevolution, and proceeding on this assumption, to push our 


investigations as far ahead as this working hypothesis will permit.” 4° 


So Dobzhansky had to assume that microevolutionary processes are sufficient 
to account for macroevolution, and his assumption has been scientifically 
controversial ever since. In 1940, Berkeley geneticist Richard Goldschmidt 
published a book arguing that “the facts of microevolution do not suffice for an 
understanding of macroevolution.” Goldschmidt concluded: “Microevolution 
does not lead beyond the confines of the species, and the typical products of 


microevolution, the geographic races, are not incipient species.”1© 


In 1996, biologists Scott Gilbert, John Opitz, and Rudolf Raff wrote in the 
journal Developmental Biology: “Genetics might be adequate for explaining 
microevolution, but microevolutionary changes in gene frequency were not seen 
as able to turn a reptile into a mammal or to convert a fish into an amphibian. 
Microevolution looks at adaptations that concern the survival of the fittest, not 
the arrival of the fittest.” They concluded: “The origin of species—Darwin’s 
problem—remains unsolved.” And in 2001, biologist Sean B. Carroll wrote in 
Nature: “A long-standing issue in evolutionary biology is whether the processes 
observable in extant populations and species (microevolution) are sufficient to 
account for the larger-scale changes evident over longer periods of life’s history 


(macroevolution).” 2 


All of the biologists quoted above are Darwinists who accept the central tenets 
of evolutionary theory and believe that the controversy over microevolution and 
macroevolution will eventually be resolved within the framework of that theory. 
But their faith in a future resolution of the controversy does not alter the fact that 
the controversy exists—a century and a half after Darwin published The Origin 
of Species. And it exists because evolution’s smoking gun is still missing. 


Bacteria are conservatives 


“Throughout 150 years of the science of bacteriology, there is no evidence 
that one species of bacteria has changed into another. . . . Since there is no 
evidence for species changes between the simplest forms of unicellular life, 
it is not surprising that there is no evidence for evolution . . . throughout the 
whole array of higher multicellular organisms.” 


—Bacteriologist Alan H. Linton, 2001 


One Long Bluff 


Darwin called The Origin of Species “one long argument.” Its main point was 
that species change into other species through natural selection acting on 
unguided variations. In the century and a half since Darwin published his book, 
his followers claim to have amassed overwhelming evidence that the origin of 
species through Darwinian mechanisms is a scientific fact. In normal usage, 
however, a scientific fact is something we can observe, so their claim is false. 
Darwin may have given us one long argument, but his followers have given us 
one long bluff. 


Although the bluffing sometimes occurs in the scientific literature itself, it 
usually comes from overzealous Darwinists eager to impress non-scientists. 
Some critics of Darwinism call this tactic “literature bluffing,” and unfortunately 
it has become quite common. 


For example, on June 9, 2004, the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) 
reported: “Scientists see new species born.” But the scientific article on which 
the BBC based its report was about two existing species of fruit fly that 
hybridize to a limited extent. The scientists’ actual conclusions? “Hybrid male 
sterility does not have a simple basis,” and “earlier Drosophila speciation studies 


probably tell only a partial story.”18 


Like Gary Hurd, Darwinist Kenneth R. Miller wrote a review of the proposed 
2005 Kansas science standards. Miller claimed that “the artificial distinction 
between micro-and macroevolution should be dropped,” because 
“macroevolution has been observed repeatedly in nature.” To prove his point, 
Miller cited a 2004 article in the Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences USA about experiments performed on two existing fly species. But the 
authors of the article didn’t even claim they had observed the formation of a new 


race, much less a new species. Miller was bluffing.1® 


When scientists are writing for other scientists, they tend to be more honest. In 
their 2004 book Speciation, Coyne and Orr noted that although selection in the 
laboratory can produce partial reproductive isolation or “incipient” speciation in 
ten to one hundred generations, “one does not expect full speciation to occur in 
so few generations.”22 If the origin of full species through Darwinian 
mechanisms takes too long to observe, then where is the “overwhelming 
evidence” for the sine qua non of Darwinism? Evidence that can never be found 
is not overwhelming; it’s not evidence at all. 


University of Bristol (England) bacteriologist Alan H. Linton went looking for 
direct evidence of speciation and concluded in 2001: “None exists in the 
literature claiming that one species has been shown to evolve into another. 
Bacteria, the simplest form of independent life, are ideal for this kind of study, 
with generation times of twenty to thirty minutes, and populations achieved after 
eighteen hours. But throughout 150 years of the science of bacteriology, there is 
no evidence that one species of bacteria has changed into another... Since there is 
no evidence for species changes between the simplest forms of unicellular life, it 
is not surprising that there is no evidence for evolution from prokaryotic [i.e., 
bacterial] to eukaryotic [i.e., plant and animal] cells, let alone throughout the 


whole array of higher multicellular organisms.” 


So evolution’s smoking gun is still missing. Darwinists claim that all species 
have descended from a common ancestor through variation and selection, but 
they can’t point to a single observed instance in which even one species has 
originated in this way. Never in the field of science have so many based so much 
on so little. 


The late Stephen Jay Gould—once called America’s unofficial “evolutionist 
laureate”—loved baseball. If biology were a baseball game, the Darwinists 
would be celebrating right now in their locker room, surrounded by fawning 
journalists, as though they had just won the World Series. Outside, however, 


thousands of paying customers are still in the stands, scratching their heads. How 
could the Darwinists have won the game, the crowd wonders, when they never 
even made it to first base? 


Chapter Six 


VORRBRBEBE EC LS 


NOT EVEN A THEORY 


In 1981, Harvard evolutionary biologist Stephen Jay Gould wrote: “Evolution is 
a theory. It is also a fact. And facts and theories are different things, not rungs in 
a hierarchy of increasing certainty. Facts are the world’s data. Theories are 
structures of ideas that explain and interpret facts. Facts do not go away when 
scientists debate rival theories to explain them.... Humans evolved from ape-like 
ancestors, whether they did so by Darwin’s proposed mechanism or by some 


other.” 


In 1983, State University of New York evolutionary biologist Douglas J. 
Futuyma wrote that in biological evolution “we are dealing with two distinct 
questions. The first is the historical question of whether or not evolution has 
actually occurred. Have living forms actually descended by common ancestry 
from earlier forms? The second question is: if evolution has actually happened, 
what mechanisms have been responsible for it?” Futuyma concluded: “I consider 
the first question to have been resolved into fact, and the second question to fall 


into the category of theory.”2 


Guess what? 


1 The claim that it is a “fact” that all living things evolved from a common 
ancestor is really just a way to protect Darwinism from critical analysis. 


7 When a public school district decided to inform students that Darwinism 
is a “theory,” not a fact, the Darwinists had the decision declared 
unconstitutional. 


1In the course of arguing their case, the Darwinists so exalted the meaning 
of “theory” that their doctrine no longer qualifies as one. 


Textbook Controversies 


In 1996, the Alabama State Board of Education voted to place labels inside 
biology textbooks stating (in part): “This textbook discusses evolution, a 
controversial theory some scientists present as a scientific explanation for the 
origin of living things, such as plants, animals, and humans. No one was present 
when life first appeared on Earth. Therefore, any statement about life’s origins 
should be considered as theory, not fact.” The labels continued: “Evolution also 
refers to the unproven belief that random, undirected forces produced a world of 


living things.” 


Darwinists were not pleased. In 2001, the U.S. Public Broadcasting System 
(PBS) televised a pro-Darwin series accompanied by a book, Evolution: The 
Triumph of an Idea. Gould wrote an introduction for the book that stated: “We 
should make a distinction, as Darwin explicitly did, between the simple fact of 
evolution—defined as the genealogical connection among all earthly organisms, 
based on their descent from a common ancestor... and theories (like Darwinian 
natural selection) that have been proposed to explain the causes of evolutionary 
change.” But Gould then confused matters by adding: “Evolution substituted a 
naturalistic explanation of cold comfort for our former conviction that a 
benevolent deity fashioned us directly in his own image. . . . By taking the 
Darwinian ‘cold bath,’ and staring a factual reality in the face, we can finally 
abandon the cardinal false hope of the ages.” So factuality, for Gould, applied 
not only to universal common ancestry but also to the naturalistic explanation 


that replaced God.4 


In 2002, the Board of Education in Cobb County, Georgia, placed stickers 
inside their biology textbooks stating: “This textbook contains material on 
evolution. Evolution is a theory, not a fact, regarding the origin of living things. 
This material should be approached with an open mind, studied carefully, and 
critically considered.” In August 2002, the pro-Darwin American Civil Liberties 


Union (ACLU) filed a lawsuit calling the stickers an unconstitutional 
establishment of religion.2 


In January 2005, U.S. District Judge Clarence Cooper sided with the ACLU 
and ruled that “the distinction of evolution as a theory rather than a fact is the 
distinction that religiously motivated individuals have specifically asked school 
boards to make in the most recent anti-evolution movement.... Therefore, the 
sticker must be removed from all of the textbooks into which it has been 


placed.”® 


But it was Darwinists, not religiously motivated creationists, who made the 
distinction between evolution as fact and theory. As we saw in Chapter One, 
Darwinist Edward O. Wilson claimed that only creationists use the word 
Darwinism; and as we saw in Chapter Five, Darwinist Gary Hurd claimed that 
only creationists distinguish between microevolution and macroevolution. 
There’s a pattern here, and we should have a word for it. Following the example 
of George Orwell’s “Newspeak,” how about “Darwinspeak”? When Darwinists 
object to having their own terminology used against them, Darwinspeak 
dismisses the terminology as a creationist invention. 


Many Darwinists, however, continue to distinguish between evolution as fact 
and theory. In his 2005 college textbook Evolution, Futuyma wrote: “Evolution 
is a scientific fact. That is, the descent of all species, with modification, from 
common ancestors is a hypothesis that in the last 150 years or so has been 
supported by so much evidence, and has so successfully resisted all challenges, 
that it has become a fact.” Evolution is also a “theory, the body of statements 
(about mutation, selection... and so forth) that together account for the various 
changes that organisms have undergone.” For Futuyma, theory “is a term of 
honor, reserved for principles . . . that are well supported and provide a broad 


framework of explanation.”2 


But Darwinism is not well supported by the evidence—whether it is called a 
fact or a theory. 


Underwhelming Evidence 


When Alabama decided in 1996 to inform students that evolution is “theory, not 
fact,” Oxford zoologist Richard Dawkins called the decision “a study in 
ignorance and dishonesty.” He said: “A fact is a theory that is supported by all 
the evidence,” and “the sheer weight of evidence, totally and utterly, 
sledgehammeringly, overwhelmingly strongly supports the conclusion that 
evolution is true.” By evolution, Dawkins meant not only that “a tiny bacterium 
who lived in the sea was the ancestor of us all,” but also that “macroevolution is 
nothing more than microevolution stretched out over a much greater time span.” 


In other words, Dawkins was talking about Darwinism.® 


So where is this “sledgehammeringly, overwhelmingly” strong evidence? As 
we saw in Chapter Two, the most striking phenomenon in the fossil record—the 
Cambrian explosion—does not fit Darwin’s branching tree of life. In fact, fossils 
are unable in principle to provide evidence for ancestry and descent. In Chapter 
Three, we saw that Darwin’s “strongest single class of facts”—early vertebrate 
embryos—shows the opposite of what he thought it showed. And no matter what 
we do to a fly embryo it remains a fly. Chapter Four illustrated that molecular 
phylogenies assume common ancestry rather than demonstrate it. And molecular 
phylogenies are notoriously inconsistent with each other. We might as well try to 
divine the past by reading the entrails of chickens. 


As stated in Chapter Five, the most fundamental problem of evolution, the 
origin of species, remains unsolved. Despite centuries of artificial breeding and 
decades of laboratory experiments, no one has ever observed speciation through 
variation and selection. What Darwin claimed is true for all species has not been 
demonstrated for even one species. Trying to finesse the problem by calling 
minor changes within existing species “microevolution” is like trying to 
overcome obstacles to space travel by calling a toddler’s first steps 
“microastronautics.” 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Uncommon Dissent: Intellectuals Who Find Darwinism Unconvincing, 
edited by William A. Dembski; Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 2004. 


Sure, evolution is a fact in the sense that the present is different from the past; 
that the cosmos and living things have a history; that gene frequencies change 
from one generation to the next; that individuals in the same species are related 
through descent with modification; and that variation and selection can produce 
changes within existing species. Evolution is also a collection of plausible but 
limited hypotheses—such as the possible Darwinian descent with modification 
of Galapagos finches. 


But Darwinism claims a lot more than these few facts and limited hypotheses. 
Darwinism is the grand claim that all living things are modified descendants of a 
common ancestor, and that unguided natural processes alone—principally 
natural selection acting on random variations—have produced them. 


The evidence that Darwinists cite for this grand claim is indeed 
overwhelming, if it’s weighed by the pound, but it’s largely irrelevant. 
Thousands of articles have been published in hundreds of science journals, but 
as evidence for Darwinism’s grand claim they are just one long bluff. The 
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Darwinists’ “overwhelming evidence” has become a butt of jokes.2 


Indeed, since their evidence is so underwhelming, Darwinists now rely on 
“scientific consensus” to justify their position. 


Science by Consensus 


In 2003, University of Texas physicist and Nobel Prize winner Steven Weinberg 
testified before the Texas State Board of Education that although he was not a 
biologist he had “a good sense of how science works.” “Science,” he explained, 
“is what is generally accepted by scientists,” and he assured the board “it is the 
theory of evolution through natural selection that has won general scientific 


acceptance.”12 


In 2005, the American Association of University Professors announced: “The 
theory of evolution is all but universally accepted in the community of scholars,” 
and students should be taught “the overwhelming scientific consensus regarding 
evolution.” At a 2006 pep rally for Darwinism in St. Louis, Eugenie Scott of the 
National Center for Science Education (NCSE) _ re-emphasized _ this 


overwhelming scientific consensus.+4 


Of course, nobody doubts that a large majority of professional biologists 
accept Darwinism. But appealing to majority opinion is a risky tactic in science, 
for three reasons. First, history shows that a “scientific consensus” is notoriously 
unreliable. The scientific consensus in 1600 was that the sun revolved around the 
Earth. The scientific consensus in 1750 was that things burn by giving off 
phlogiston. Indeed, the scientific consensus in 1900—four decades after The 


Origin of Species—was that Darwinism was false!44 


Second, majorities depend on who gets to vote. Polls have consistently shown 
that a significant majority of the American people reject Darwinism. Darwinists 
claim that the American people (who make up the most scientifically successful 
country in history) are scientifically illiterate, so their votes don’t count. Even 
within the community of professional scientists, the situation is not as 
overwhelming as Darwinists would like us to believe. For many years, the NCSE 


claimed that no reputable scientists doubted Darwinism. When the Discovery 
Institute in Seattle started a “Dissent from Darwinism” list, which now includes 
more than five hundred Ph.D. scientists, the NCSE ridiculed it with a list of 
scientists named “Steve” (in honor of Stephen Jay Gould) who affirm 
Darwinism. By April 2006, “Project Steve” had attracted more than seven 
hundred signatures. But the NCSE?’s original claim had been that no qualified 
scientists doubt Darwinism—a claim that was decisively refuted long before the 
“Dissent from Darwinism” list reached the five hundred mark. “Project Steve” 
obscures the real point—that there is a significant and growing number of 


qualified scientists who dissent from Darwinism. 


The third problem with the “scientific consensus” approach is that once 
theories are accepted on the basis of majority opinion instead of evidence from 
nature, they become sociology rather than natural science. As an “overwhelming 
consensus” of professionals, Darwinism belongs in social studies classes instead 
of science classes. 


So the scientific evidence for Darwinism is underwhelming, and history 
shows that a scientific consensus is unreliable. Why, then, do so many scientists 
put their faith in Darwinism? 


Applied Materialistic Philosophy? 


In The Origin of Species, Darwin repeatedly argued that his theory must be true 
because creation is false. For example: “Why, on the theory of Creation, should 
there be so much variety and so little real novelty?” Or: “Why should similar 
bones have been created to form the wing and the leg of a bat, used as they are 
for such totally different purposes?” Darwin’s answer? These cases are 


“inexplicable . . . on the ordinary view of creation!”44 


This is an odd way to defend a scientific theory. Would a geologist argue for 
continental drift by asking, “Why, on the theory of Creation, should the eastern 
contour of the Americas resemble the western contour of Europe and Africa?” 
Or would a physicist argue that unsupported dense objects fall to the ground 
because this is “inexplicable . . . on the ordinary view of creation!” Such 
arguments are silly. They have no legitimate place in natural science. Yet they 
are common in the literature defending Darwinism. 


In a section on “Evidence for Evolution” in his 2005 college textbook 
Evolution, Futuyma wrote: “There are many examples, such as the eyes of 
vertebrates and cephalopod molluscs, in which functionally similar features 
actually differ profoundly in structure. Such differences are expected if 
structures are modified from features that differ in different ancestors, but are 
inconsistent with the notion that an omnipotent Creator, who should be able to 
adhere to an optimal design, provided them.”!2 Where else in science would a 
statement about an omnipotent Creator constitute “evidence” for a theory? 


Georgia State University historian Neal C. Gillespie pointed out in 1979 that 
“Darwin’s theological defense of descent with modification” rested on his 
conception of the Creator, and that The Origin of Species “not only has 
numerous references to such a Creator, but theological arguments based on such 


a conception had some importance in its overall logic.” Philosopher of biology 
Paul A. Nelson wrote in 1996: “A remarkable but little studied aspect of current 
evolutionary theory is the use by many biologists and philosophers of 


theological arguments for evolution.”+© 


In 2001, biophysicist Cornelius G. Hunter concluded that the essence of 
Darwin’s “one long argument” was that “evolution is true because divine 
creation is false.” Darwin superimposed on nature his idea of “how God would 
go about creating the world” and found that the two did not match, “but the 
mismatch depends every bit as much on the theology as on the science.” Thus 
Darwinism “was never scientific to begin with.” According to Hunter, “our new 
metaphysical ‘truths’ are mistakenly viewed as the implications of evolution 


rather than the foundations of evolution.”22Z 


Gillespie had made a similar point in 1979: “It is sometimes said that Darwin 
converted the scientific world to evolution by showing them the process by 
which it had occurred . . . [but] it was more Darwin’s insistence on totally 
natural explanations than on natural selection that won their adherence.” The 
Darwinian revolution was primarily philosophical, and Darwin’s philosophy was 
positivism. As Gillespie put it, positivism limits science to “the discovery of 
laws which reflected the operation of purely natural or ‘secondary’ causes.” 
Furthermore, “there could be no out-of-bounds signs.” Positivism assumes “that 
when sufficient natural or physical causes were not known they must 
nonetheless be assumed to exist to the exclusion of other causes.” Gillespie 
concluded: “It was the prior success of positivism in science that assured the 


victory of evolution in biology.”22 


In other words, materialistic philosophy came first, and Darwinism followed. 
According to retired Berkeley law professor Phillip E. Johnson, Darwinism is 
essentially applied materialistic philosophy. Darwin’s “theory of descent with 
modification made sense out of the pattern of natural relationships in a way that 
was acceptable to philosophical materialists.” This is why Darwinists claim that 
universal common ancestry is a “fact” even though the evidence does not 


support it.12 


“There is no real distinction,” Johnson wrote, “between the ‘fact’ of evolution 
and Darwin’s theory.... Ancestors give birth to descendants by the same 
reproductive process that we observe today, extended through millions of years. 
Like begets like, and so this process can only produce major transformations by 
accumulating the small differences that distinguish offspring from their parents . 
. .. All the basic elements of Darwinism are implied in the concept of ancestral 
descent.” Thus “restating the theory as fact serves no purpose other than to 


protect it from falsification.” ~2 


So it’s not evidence that makes Darwinism a “fact,” but materialistic 
philosophy. In 1997, Harvard geneticist Richard C. Lewontin recounted how he 
and Carl Sagan had once defended Darwinism in a debate, then he explained: 
“We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its 


constructs . . . because we have a prior commitment, a commitment to 
materialism.” Moreover, Lewontin continued, “that materialism is absolute, for 
x21 


we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door. 


Too Good for Darwinism 


When Judge Clarence Cooper ruled against Cobb County’s textbook stickers in 
2005, the Board of Education appealed the decision. Fifty-six professional 
scientific organizations joined together to oppose the appeal, stating: “The word 
‘theory’ is reserved for our most well-substantiated and comprehensive 
explanations . . . that can incorporate facts, laws, inferences, and tested 
hypotheses.” 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Darwin’s God: Evolution and the Problem of Evil, by Cornelius G. Hunter; 
Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2001. 


Thus “scientific theories ‘out-rank’ facts by subsuming facts and laws within 
them.”24 


If theories “out-rank” facts, Darwinists should have been delighted when 


Cobb County called evolution “a theory, not a fact,” but they feared that the 
public would mistake “theory” to mean a mere guess or speculation. The 
Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology explained: “In 
science, a theory is a coherent explanation of natural phenomena based on direct 
observation or experimentation. Theories are logical, predictive, and testable. 
They are open to criticism and when shown to be false, they are modified or 
dismissed. Using this definition, evolution is categorized with other scientific 
theories such as gravity or atomic theory, which, like evolution, are universally 


accepted among scientists.”22 


As we have seen, however, the descent of all living things from a common 
ancestor through unguided natural processes is not “based on direct observation 
or experimentation”—nor can it be. Many of Darwinism’s predictions about the 
fossil record, embryo patterns, and molecular comparisons have been “shown to 
be false”—yet it survives unmodified. And Darwinism is clearly not “universally 
accepted among scientists.” Darwinism is not a fact. Indeed, as Darwinists 
themselves define the word, it is not even a theory. 


Chapter Seven 


AE AAR ADARAR ARABIA 


YOU’D THINK DARWIN CREATED THE INTERNET 


Even though the evidence for Darwinism is so thin that it doesn’t qualify as a 
“theory” by the Darwinists’ own definition, evolutionary biologist Theodosius 
Dobzhansky wrote in 1973 that “nothing in biology makes sense” except in light 
of it. 


Modern Darwinists often make the same claim. In 1999, U.S. National 
Academy of Sciences president Bruce Alberts wrote: “The evolution of all the 
organisms that live on Earth today from ancestors that lived in the past is at the 
core of genetics, biochemistry, neurobiology, physiology, ecology, and other 


biological disciplines.”2 


Douglas J. Futuyma’s 2005 college textbook Evolution declares: 
“Evolutionary biology is increasingly recognized for its usefulness: in fields as 
disparate as public health, agriculture, and computer science, the concepts, 
methods, and data of evolutionary biology make indispensable contributions to 
both basic and applied research . . . For anyone who envisions a career based on 
the life sciences—whether as physician or as biological researcher—an 
understanding of evolution is indispensable.”2 “Nothing in biology makes sense” 
without Darwinism. It’s “at the core of” all biological disciplines. It is 
“indispensable” to the life sciences. Or is it? 


Guess what? 


7 Darwinists boast that “nothing in biology makes sense except in the light 
of evolution,” but agriculture and medicine owe nothing to Darwinism. 


1 The often-repeated claim that Darwinism is indispensable to 
understanding and combating antibiotic resistance is untrue. 


1 Most major biological disciplines were founded by scientists who either 
preceded Darwin or rejected his theory. 


Agriculture and Genetics 


The major advances in modern agriculture were not only pre-Darwinian but also 
predominantly political and mechanical. By 1800, the enclosure of fields had 
transformed European agriculture from subsistence-level feudalism to a more 
efficient system of individual ownership. Efficiency was further improved by the 
invention of seed drills, iron plows, and threshing machines—all before Darwin 
published The Origin of Species in 1859.4 


Even after 1859, most agricultural advances had no connection to Darwin’s 
theory. Better harrows, seeding equipment, and cultivators improved efficiency; 
the use of manure as fertilizer increased yields; silos prevented spoilage and 
improved the quality of feed; tractors were invented. Animal breeding and 
horticulture were well developed before 1800. Pre-Darwinian breeders knew the 
importance of selection, and many books about it were available in English by 
1859.2 


Modern agriculture has benefited from advances in biological science, but 
those advances have come largely from genetics, which originated with the work 
of Augustinian monk Gregor Mendel. Mendel found Darwin’s theory 
unpersuasive.® The data he collected led him to conclude that heredity involves 
the transmission of stable factors that determine an organism’s traits. Although 
the factors can be mixed and matched during reproduction, they remain discrete 
and unchanging from one generation to the next. 


Fairy obvious 


“The Darwin-Wallace theory of evolution . . . is based on such flimsy 


assumptions, mainly of morphological-anatomical nature that it can hardly 
be called a theory. . . . I would rather believe in fairies than in such wild 
speculation.” 


—Nobel laureate 
Ernst Chain, 1972 


Darwin’s view of heredity was quite different. He believed that every cell in 
an organism produces “gemmules” that transmit characteristics to the next 
generation in a blending process he called “pangenesis.” The advantage of 
Darwin’s view was that gemmules could be changed by external conditions, or 
by use and disuse, and thus account for evolutionary change. The disadvantage 


of Darwin’s view was that it was false.Z 


Mendel’s theory of stable factors contradicted Darwin’s theory of changeable 
gemmules. Thus, although Mendel’s work was published in 1866, Darwinists 
totally ignored it for more than three decades. William Bateson, one of the 
scientists who “rediscovered” Mendelian genetics at the turn of the century, 
wrote that the cause for this lack of interest was “unquestionably to be found in 
that neglect of the experimental study of the problem of Species which 
supervened on the general acceptance of the Darwinian doctrines.... The 


question, it was imagined, had been answered and the debate ended.” 


Even after 1900, Darwinists had little use for Mendel’s theory. By the 1930s, 
however, the evidence had corroborated Mendelian genetics. Darwinists 
abandoned pangenesis and subsumed Mendelism in a “neo-Darwinian synthesis” 
that still dominates evolutionary biology. 


Darwinist Bruce Alberts now claims that Darwinism is “at the core of 
genetics.” Yet Mendel had no need for Darwin’s hypothesis. How can 


Darwinism, which contributed nothing to the origin of genetics and resisted it for 
half a century, now be at its core? It is Darwinism that needs genetics, not 
genetics that needs Darwinism. 


Medicine 


Texas Tech University biology professor Michael Dini refuses to recommend for 
medical school any student who will not give a Darwinian account of the origin 
of the human species. According to Dini: “The central, unifying principle of 
biology is the theory of evolution, which includes both micro-and 
macroevolution, and which extends to ALL species. Someone who ignores the 
most important theory in biology cannot expect to properly practice in a field 


that is now so heavily based on biology.”2 


Yet modern medicine owes nothing to Darwinism. For one thing, mortality 
from infectious diseases in the West began declining before 1859, due in large 
part to public health measures such as the provision of sewage disposal systems 
and safe water supplies.22 It also included personal hygiene, as the story of 
Hungarian obstetrician Ignac Semmelweis illustrates. 


While working in an Austrian hospital in 1847, Semmelweis noticed that the 
death rate of mothers from puerperal fever was much higher in wards run by 
medical students than in wards run by midwives. He also noticed that the 
medical students would go directly from the morgue to the obstetric ward 
without washing their hands. By simply requiring the medical students to wash 
their hands in a chlorine solution, Semmelweis reduced mortality from 30 


percent to less than 2 percent.14 


The modern practice of immunization also originated without any help from 
Darwinism. Before 1800, smallpox was a serious and often fatal disease. In the 
1790s, English physician Edward Jenner found that by vaccinating people with 
cowpox, a much milder disease, he could immunize them against smallpox. The 
worldwide elimination of smallpox in the twentieth century has been one of the 
most spectacular success stories in modern medicine. Yet Darwinism had 


nothing to do with it14 


Darwinists claim that their theory is needed to deal with viruses such as 
influenza that “evolve” from year to year. But the preparation of flu vaccines 
depends on techniques from the fields of virology, immunology, and 
biochemistry—not evolutionary biology. 


The Discovery of Antibiotics 


In 2001, the U.S. Public Broadcasting System (PBS) televised a pro-Darwin 
series accompanied by a book, Evolution: The Triumph of an Idea, which 
claimed: “The resistance that bacteria have to many antibiotics didn’t just 
happen: it unfolded according to the principles of natural selection, as the 
bacteria with the best genes for fighting the drugs prospered. Without 
understanding evolution, a researcher has little hope of figuring out how to 


create new drugs and determine how they should be administered.”/2 


Microbiologists generally use the word “antibiotic” to describe a substance 
produced by one microorganism that inhibits or kills other microorganisms. In 
this sense, English microbiologist Alexander Fleming discovered the first 
antibiotic: penicillin. Fleming noticed a culture dish of staph bacteria on which a 
mold spore had settled. Remarkably, there were no staph colonies around the 
mold, suggesting that the latter was producing a substance that killed or inhibited 
the staph bacteria. The mold was a species of Penicillium (another species of 
which is used to make blue cheese), and Fleming’s training in microbiology 
enabled him to turn this serendipitous observation into a major medical 


breakthrough. /4 





Resistance to antibiotics 


“The concept of the ‘struggle for existence’ has been applied to microbial 
interrelationships in nature in a manner comparable to the effects assigned 
by Darwin to higher forms of life. It has also been suggested that the ability 
of a microbe to produce an antibiotic substance enables it to survive in 
competition for space and for nutrients with other microbes. Such 
assumptions appear to be totally unjustified on the basis of existing 
knowledge. .. . All the discussion of a ‘struggle for existence,’ in which 
antibiotics are supposed to play a part, is merely a figment of the 
imagination, and an appeal to the melodramatic rather than the factual.” 


—Nobel laureate Selman Waksman, 1956 


Fleming published his discovery in 1929, but it wasn’t until 1940 that 
chemists Howard Florey and Ernst Chain succeeded in purifying and 
concentrating the antibiotic enough to make it clinically useful. None of these 
three scientists saw any role for Darwinism in their work. In his Nobel Prize 
banquet speech in 1945, Fleming said he felt like a pawn “being moved about on 
the board of life by some superior power.” Years later, Ernst Chain (who was 
Jewish) made it clear that he had no use for Darwinism at all. “The Darwin- 
Wallace theory of evolution,” he said, “is based on such flimsy assumptions, 


mainly of morphological-anatomical nature that it can hardly be called a theory... 


I would rather believe in fairies than in such wild speculation.” !2 


Penicillin is effective against many diseases, but not against tuberculosis, 
which causes millions of deaths worldwide every year. In 1944, microbiologist 
Selman Waksman and his research assistant Albert Schatz announced the 
discovery of streptomycin, and within a year it was being used to treat 
tuberculosis. Like the discoverers of penicillin, Waksman saw no role for 
Darwinism in the discovery of streptomycin. In 1956, he pointed out that the 
isolation, purification, and clinical application of antibiotics was highly artificial 
and had no counterpart in nature. Waksman concluded that the Darwinian 
assumption of a “struggle for existence” among microbes in nature is “totally 


unjustified.”2® 


Subsequent research has supported this. Bacteria in the wild almost always 
live in communities with other microbes, including other species. Instead of 
reproducing as quickly as possible to out-compete their neighbors in a struggle 
for existence, they usually grow slowly and co-exist peacefully in the 
microscopic equivalent of a stable gated community.“ 


Resistance to Antibiotics 


The clinical use of antibiotics creates a highly artificial situation. Antibiotic- 
producing microbes must be isolated from their natural surroundings and grown 
in pure culture with special nutrients. Then the antibiotic has to be purified and 
concentrated to a degree never seen in nature. When the antibiotic is finally 
administered to a patient, there is nothing “natural” about what follows. The 
greenhouses and livestock pens of domestic breeders are more natural than a 
hospital room or a doctor’s office. 


Occasionally, a few bacteria may survive antibiotic treatment. The survivors 
then multiply and continue the infection, against which the original antibiotic 
may be ineffective, and this can be a serious medical problem. Yet the process is 
not fundamentally different from domestic breeding, except that in domestic 
breeding it is the desirable ones that survive, while in antibiotic resistance it is 
the undesirable ones. Both cases involve human selection in an artificial 
situation, and neither case involves the origin of a new species. Tuberculosis 
bacteria that are resistant to antibiotics are still tuberculosis bacteria. 


Some pioneers of modern biology who either preceded 
Darwin or rejected his theory 


Andreas Vesalius (Anatomy), 1514-1564 
William Harvey (Physiology), 1578-1657 


Francesco Redi (Microbiology), 1626-1697 


John Ray (Botany), 1627-1705 


Anton van Leeuwenhoek (Microbiology), 1632-1723 


Robert Hooke (Microbiology), 1635-1703 


Carolus Linnaeus (Systematics), 1707-1778 


Lazzaro Spallanzani (Reproductive Biology), 1729-1799 


Caspar Friedrich Wolff (Embryology), 1734-1794 


Georges Cuvier (Paleontology), 1769-1832 


Karl Ernst von Baer (Embryology), 1792-1876 


Richard Owen (Comparative Biology), 1804-1892 


Louis Agassiz (Zoology), 1807-1873 


Gregor Mendel (Genetics), 1822—1884 


How do physicians deal with antibiotic resistance when it arises? They do not 
consult an evolutionary biologist. The two factors that contribute most to the 
emergence of antibiotic resistance are (1) improper use of antibiotics and (2) 
failure to isolate affected patients. In the 2003 edition of Principles and Practice 


of Pediatric Infectious Diseases, Dr. Alan R. Hinman writes: “Major causes of 
antimicrobial resistance are the indiscriminate, inappropriate, inadequate, 
incomplete, and inconsistent use of antibiotics.” These include using antibiotics 
as a preventive measure in animal feed; prescribing them for viral diseases such 
as the common cold, against which they are ineffective; and using inadequate 
dosages or discontinuing treatment too soon, thereby allowing some organisms 
to survive. According to the 2004 edition of Gorbach, Bartlett, and Blacklow’s 
Infectious Diseases, the misuse of antibiotics “accounts for a significant 


proportion of the emerging resistance.” 2 


Physicians deal with the second factor by relying on time-tested isolation 
procedures. They also deal with it by studying the mechanisms by which 
antibiotic resistance spreads from microbe to microbe—mechanisms involving 
gene transfer among organisms rather than Darwinian descent with modification. 
In the 2005 edition of Mandell, Douglas, and Bennett’s Principles and Practice 
of Infectious Diseases, Drs. Steven M. Opal and Antone Medeiros write: “The 
best hope for the future is the development of a greater understanding of how 
microbial resistance spreads and the implementation of effective infection 


control strategies.” 2 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Getting the Facts Straight: A Viewer’s Guide to PBS’s Evolution. Seattle, 
WA: Discovery Institute Press, 2001. 


New antibiotics are also being discovered without any help from evolutionary 
theory. Using microbiological screening procedures and organic chemistry, 
researchers at Johnson & Johnson have found a new antibiotic that in 
preliminary tests has proven effective against resistant strains of tuberculosis, 
and a group of Harvard chemists recently synthesized new forms of tetracycline 
(an antibiotic discovered in the 1950s) that promise to be effective against 
bacteria that are resistance to tetracycline itself. As Merck researchers Malcolm 
MacCoss and Thomas A. Baillie wrote in Science in 2004, a key element in new 
drug discovery is “the continuing need for excellent synthetic chemists,” not 


evolutionary biologists.22 


Nothing in Biology? 


Dobzhansky claimed that “nothing in biology makes sense except in the light of 
evolution.” Yet most of the fundamental disciplines in modern biology were 
pioneered by scientists who lived before Darwin was born. Those pioneers 
include the sixteenth-century anatomist Andreas Vesalius, the sixteenth-century 
physiologist William Harvey, and the seventeenth-century botanist John Ray. 
They include the seventeenth-century founders of microbiology, Robert Hooke 
and Anton van Leeuwenhoek; the eighteenth-century founder of systematics, 
Carolus Linnaeus; and the eighteenth-century founder of modern embryology, 
Caspar Friedrich Wolff. Even paleontology, which Darwinists now treat as 
theirs, was founded before Darwin’s birth by Georges Cuvier. 


Several great pioneers in biology who lived to see the publication of The 
Origin of Species explicitly rejected Darwin’s theory. These include 
embryologist Karl Ernst von Baer, comparative biologist Richard Owen, 
zoologist Louis Agassiz, and geneticist Gregor Mendel.44 


One discipline deserves special mention: comparative biology. Darwinists 
sometimes claim that their theory helps us to understand what animals are most 
closely related to us and thus most likely to serve as models for human disease 
and drug testing. Such animals are identified on the basis of their genetic and 
biochemical similarities to us. This is just comparative biology at the level of 
genes and proteins. Linnaeus did comparative biology, yet he was a creationist 
who lived a century before Darwin; Owen and Agassiz did comparative biology, 
yet they rejected Darwin’s theory. Mendel was no Darwinist, and Darwin was no 
biochemist. So comparative biology, like most other fields in biology, owes 
nothing to Darwinism. 


In the final episode of PBS’s television series, the narrator states that for 


decades after the 1925 Scopes trial “Darwin seemed to be locked out of 
America’s public schools.” When the Soviets launched Sputnik, the first man- 
made satellite, in 1957, according to the narrator, Darwin was restored to the 
curriculum and “long-neglected science programs were revived in America’s 
classrooms.” Yet during the supposedly benighted decades between 1925 and 
1957, American schools produced more Nobel Prize winners than the rest of the 
world put together. And in physiology and medicine—the fields that should have 
been most stunted by a neglect of Darwinism—the U.S. produced fully twice as 


many Nobel laureates as all other countries combined. Obviously, biomedical 


science does just fine without Darwinism. 74 


Harvard biologist Marc W. Kirschner (Chapter Three) recently told a reporter 
for the Boston Globe: “Over the last one hundred years, almost all of biology has 
proceeded independent of evolution, except evolutionary biology itself.” 
Although he lamented this situation, Kirschner acknowledged: “Molecular 
biology, biochemistry, physiology, have not taken evolution into account at all.” 
Chemist Philip S. Skell, a member of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, 
wrote in The Scientist that his “own research with antibiotics during World War 
II received no guidance from insights provided by Darwinian evolution.” Skell 
had “recently asked more than seventy eminent researchers if they would have 
done their work differently if they had thought Darwin’s theory was wrong. The 
responses were all the same: No.” After reviewing the major biological 
discoveries of the twentieth century, Skell concluded: “I found that Darwin’s 
theory had provided no discernible guidance, but was brought in, after the 


breakthroughs, as an interesting narrative gloss.”23 


Providing a narrative gloss may be interesting, but claiming credit for other 
people’s achievements is theft. There should be a word for this particular form of 
intellectual larceny. Even though Darwin himself was not the culprit, when 
Darwinists steal credit for scientific breakthroughs to which they contributed 
nothing, the verb “to darwin” might be appropriate. Generations of breeders 
have been darwined. Mendel has been darwined. Jenner and Semmelweis have 
been darwined. Fleming, Florey, Chain, and Waksman have been darwined. So 
have the real pioneers of modern biology. They’ ve all been darwined. 


Taking Credit Where None Is Due 


In 1999, then vice president Al Gore told CNN: “During my service in the 
United States Congress, I took the initiative in creating the Internet.” Since what 
is now known as the Internet had been in the works since the early 1960s (when 
Gore was still a college student), Gore was obviously exaggerating. The 
candidate who claimed he “created the Internet” quickly became the butt of 


jokes from cartoonists and late-night talk-show hosts.~4 





What’s Darwin got to do with it? 


“T recently asked more than seventy eminent researchers if they would have 
done their work differently if they had thought Darwin’s theory was wrong. 
The responses were all the same: no. I also examined the outstanding 
biodiscoveries of the past century: the discovery of the double helix; the 
characterization of the ribosome; the mapping of genomes; research on 
medications and drug reactions; improvements in food production and 
sanitation; the development of new surgeries; and others. I even queried 


biologists working in areas where one would expect the Darwinian 
paradigm to have most benefited research, such as the emergence of 
resistance to antibiotics and pesticides. Here, as elsewhere, I found that 
Darwin’s theory had provided no discernible guidance, but was brought in, 
after the breakthroughs, as an interesting narrative gloss.” 


—National Academy of Sciences member Philip S. Skell, The Scientist, 
August 2005 


Yet there was some truth to Gore’s Internet claim. As a senator in 1988, he 
had introduced legislation to support a high-speed national computer network. 
Robert Kahn and Vinton Cerf, who designed the basic architecture and core 
protocols for the Internet, later wrote: “Al Gore was the first political leader to 
recognize the importance of the Internet and to promote and support its 
development.” So although Gore would have been prudent to describe his role 


more modestly, his boast was not entirely without merit.22 


Darwinists boast, too. But if nothing in biology makes sense except in the 
light of Darwinian evolution, how did it happen that most major biological 
disciplines were founded either before Darwin or by scientists who rejected his 
theory? Why do Darwinists claim that their hypothesis is indispensable for 
agriculture, when it was Darwin who needed farmers—not farmers who needed 
Darwin? How do Darwinists get away with claiming credit for Mendelian 
genetics, when Mendel doubted their theory and they ignored his work for 
decades? In what way is Darwinism indispensable to medicine, when the modern 
decline in infectious diseases resulted from public health measures and scientific 
disciplines that owe nothing to Darwin’s theory? 


Maybe it’s time for late-night talk-show hosts to compare the way Darwinists 
take credit for biomedical science to the way Al Gore took credit for creating the 
Internet. Except that the comparison would be unfair. After all, Gore actually did 
have something to do with creating the Internet. 


Chapter Eight 
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THE DESIGN REVOLUTION 


Ferry passengers entering Victoria harbor in Canada are greeted by a bank 
covered with flowers that spell out “WELCOME TO VICTORIA” in large 
letters. Everyone who sees the greeting knows immediately that it was 
intelligently designed. In fact, all of us make design inferences every day. We 
wouldn’t be able to function without them. But how do we do it? What sort of 
logic do we use? 


Mathematician and philosopher William A. Dembski analyzed design 
inferences and concluded that they are not logically limited to the products of 
human activity. The same logic, he maintains, can be used to infer design in 
nature. As we saw in Chapter One, there’s nothing radically new about this. 
Scientists, philosophers, and theologians have maintained for centuries that 
nature exhibits design. Yet Dembski’s work has provoked a storm of 
controversy, primarily because it has brought new mathematical and 
philosophical rigor to the debate. 


So what is intelligent design, and how do we detect it? 


Guess what? 


7'We use ordinary logic to infer design in our daily lives, and intelligent 
design uses that same logic to infer design from evidence in nature. 


7 One way to infer design is to rule out explanations based on natural 
regularities or chance and to recognize patterns that have the hallmarks of 
intelligence. 


7 When Baylor University mathematician William Dembski organized a 
conference that included defenders as well as critics of intelligent design, 
Darwinists had him removed from his position. 


Design Inferences 


The American news media typically define intelligent design as the idea that 
some things in nature are too complex to have originated by chance. This 
definition is wrong on two counts. First, nothing is “too complex” to have 
originated by chance. Complex things happen by chance all the time. When the 
Victoria harbor gardener is on vacation, the wind might cover the floral greeting 
with hundreds of dead leaves in a pattern that is more complex than the sign 
itself. Yet the pattern of dead leaves is not designed. 


Second, we cannot infer design simply by showing that something did not 
originate by chance. The regular arrangement of sodium and chlorine atoms in a 
salt crystal is due not to chance, but to natural laws governing the packing of 
those particular atoms. A crystal is orderly, but it does not exhibit design—at 
least, not in the same sense that WELCOME TO VICTORIA exhibits design. 


FIGURE 5. 
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It is only when a pattern cannot plausibly be attributed either to chance or to 
natural regularity that we infer design. Dembski wrote in his 1998 book The 
Design Inference: “Whenever explaining an event, we must choose from three 
competing modes of explanation. These are regularity, chance, and design. . . . 
To attribute an event to design is to say that it cannot reasonably be referred to 
either regularity or chance.” Thus “these two moves—ruling out regularity, and 


then ruling out chance—constitute the design inference.”+ 


Dembski outlined the logic of design inferences in what he calls the 
explanatory filter. Dembski wrote: “Regularities are always the first line of 
defense. If we can explain by means of a regularity, chance and design are 
automatically precluded. Similarly, chance is always the second line of defense. 
If we can’t explain by means of a regularity, but we can explain by means of 
chance, then design is automatically precluded. There is thus an order of priority 
to explanation. Within this order regularity has top priority, chance second, and 


design last.”2 (Figure 5) 


Design mode 


“Whenever explaining an event, we must choose from three competing 
modes of explanation. These are regularity, chance, and design. ... To 
attribute an event to design is to say that it cannot reasonably be referred to 
either regularity or chance.” 


—William A. Dembski, 
The Design Inference, 1998 


The trickiest step in the process is eliminating chance. Something that is not 
complex could easily be due to chance. If several dozen letters of the alphabet 
were randomly lined up, we would not be surprised to find a two-letter word 
such as IT somewhere in the lineup. There are lots of two-letter English words, 
and finding one of them in a random string of letters would not be surprising. 
The second step in Dembski’s explanatory filter attributes to chance anything 
that is not due to natural regularities but is not complex enough to warrant a 
design inference. 


What if we were to pick several dozen letters and spaces randomly out of a hat 
and line them up, and they happened to form the sequence 


WDLMNLT DTJBKW IRZREZLMQCO P 


This sequence of twenty-eight words and spaces is extremely improbable. If 
we tried to obtain it again by drawing letters randomly from a hat, it would take 
us, on average, more than a trillion trillion trillion attempts. So the sequence is 
very complex, yet it is due to chance rather than design. The third step in the 


filter is intended to prevent us from inferring design in cases such as this by 
relying on a concept Dembski calls “specification.” 


A specification is a recognizable pattern that exists independently of the 
phenomenon we are analyzing. Dembski explains: “Plenty of highly improbable 
events happen by chance all the time. The precise sequence of heads and tails on 
a long sequence of coin tosses . . . can properly be explained by appeal to 
chance. It is only when the precise sequence of heads and tails has been recorded 
in advance . . . that we begin to doubt whether these events occurred by chance. 
In other words, it is not just the sheer improbability of an event, but also the 
conformity of the event to a pattern, that leads us to look beyond chance to 


explain the event.”2 


We would not attribute the random sequence of twenty-eight letters and 
spaces above to design, but if we encountered twenty-eight letters and spaces 
that spelled 


METHINKS IT IS LIKE A WEASEL 


we would immediately infer that the sequence is designed. Not only is it 
extremely improbable (like the first sequence, it would occur on average less 
than one out of a trillion trillion trillion attempts), but it also corresponds to an 
independent pattern, namely, a line from Shakespeare’s Hamlet. It is both 
complex and specified. 


According to Dembski, such “specified complexity” is the hallmark of design: 
by rigorously eliminating regularity and chance, specified complexity leaves us 
with design as the only explanatory option. 


No Free Lunch 


Dembski concluded in The Design Inference that the explanatory filter 
“formalizes what we have been doing right along when we recognize intelligent 
agents.” It is our universal human experience that whenever we encounter 
specified complexity it is a product of an intelligent agent. There is no free 
lunch. If specified complexity can be found in nature, then it, too, must be due to 
intelligent agency. As Dembski puts it: “The fundamental claim of intelligent 
design is straightforward and easily intelligible: namely, there are natural 
systems that cannot be adequately explained in terms of undirected natural 
forces and that exhibit features which in any other circumstance we would 


attribute to intelligence.”* 


Adding the word “intelligent” to “design” accomplishes two things. First, a 
design in the sense of mere pattern may be caused by natural forces (as waves 
cause ripple marks on a sandy beach) or even by an agent (as an absent-minded 
whittler causes knife marks on the end of a stick), yet not be a product of 
purpose. Adding “intelligent” to “design” makes it clear that the pattern in 
question results from the purposeful activity of a mind. Second, “intelligent” 
makes it clear that the design is not illusory, as Darwinists claim, but real. 


Intelligence does not imply a violation of the laws of nature. When I chose to 
write this paragraph, I did not violate any law of nature. I used natural 
physiological processes to move my fingers and natural mechanical and 
electronic processes to record the words. Intelligent design does not suspend 
natural laws, it supplements them. This is why Dembski treats design as a third 
explanatory option, distinct from chance and necessity. 


Nor does intelligence imply perfection. Some Darwinists criticize intelligent 
design on the grounds that some features of the natural world could have been 


made better. In other words, they argue that if something is not optimal, it is not 
designed. But things can be designed without being optimally designed. An 
automobile constructed in such a way that its fuel tank explodes whenever 
another vehicle bumps it from behind is badly designed, but it is designed 
nevertheless.> 


The question remains whether specified complexity—and thus intelligent 
design—can be found in nature. Asking what features of living things may be 
designed is the subject of Chapters Nine and Ten, and asking the same question 
in relation to the cosmos as a whole is the subject of Chapter Eleven. 


According to Darwinists, specified complexity in living things should not be 
attributed to intelligence because it can be explained by a combination of 
mutation and selection. Richard Dawkins instructed his computer to begin with 
the random sequence: 


WDLMNLT DTJBKW IRZREZLMQCO P 


and then to make random changes (mutations) in one letter or space at a time, 
selecting only those that matched a target line from Hamlet: 


METHINKS IT IS LIKE A WEASEL 


By randomly arranging letters and spaces, it would take on average more than a 
trillion trillion trillion attempts to produce this specific line, but Dawkins found 
that his “evolutionary algorithm” could produce it in only forty-three steps. He 
concluded that the “belief that Darwinian evolution is ‘random’ is not merely 
false. It is the exact opposite of the truth. Chance is a minor ingredient in the 
Darwinian recipe, but the most important ingredient is cumulative selection 


which is quintessentially non-random.”® 


Of course, Dawkins cheated by specifying the target in advance. He conceded 
as much, noting that at each step the phrase was compared to “a distant ideal 
target” even though “evolution has no long-term goal. There is no long-distance 
target.” Nevertheless, Dawkins insisted that he could modify his computer model 
“to take account of this point” and still produce the desired outcome—though he 
didn’t actually do so. “I don’t know who,” he wrote, “first pointed out that, given 


enough time, a monkey bashing away at random on a typewriter could produce 


all the works of Shakespeare.” 


For now, it’s sufficient to note that Dawkins’s evolutionary algorithm didn’t 
produce specified complexity—it had it all along. His computer exercise wasn’t 
evidence for undirected Darwinian evolution, but for intelligent design. Dembski 
was right: there is no free lunch. 


Dembski’s explanatory filter is not the only possible way to formulate a 
design inference. Philosophers Timothy and Lydia McGrew, among others, 
agree that it is possible to infer design in nature, but they prefer an approach 
called an “Inference to the Best Explanation.” According to philosopher Paul 
Thagard: “Inference to a scientific theory is not only a matter of the relation of 
the theory to the evidence, but must also take into account the relation of 
competing theories to the evidence. Inference is a matter of choosing among 
alternative theories, and we choose according to which one provides the best 


explanation.”® 


Dembski’s Dangerous Idea 


When New Testament scholar Robert Sloan became president of Baylor 
University in 1995, he saw intelligent design as one way to bridge the widening 
gap between the secular academy and Baylor’s Christian roots. In 1998, he 
invited Dembski to set up a research center focusing on the controversial issue of 
intelligent design. As Baylor’s provost said: “This was an opportunity to 


reaffirm that Baylor is a university where controversial issues can be 


discussed.”2 





That’s easy 


“The fundamental claim of intelligent design is straightforward and easily 
intelligible: namely, there are natural systems that cannot be adequately 
explained in terms of undirected natural forces and that exhibit features 
which in any other circumstance we would attribute to intelligence.” 


—William A. Dembski, The Design Revolution, 2004 


Dembski signed a five-year contract, established the Michael Polanyi Center 
(named after an eminent chemist and philosopher of science), and began 
planning a major conference at Baylor for April 2000, titled “The Nature of 
Nature.” The conference would focus on the question: “Is the universe self- 
contained or does it require something beyond itself to explain its existence and 
internal function?” The invitation list included Christians and atheists, prominent 
philosophers and scientists. Meanwhile some Baylor faculty were becoming 
upset about the center’s very existence. So was an atheist philosopher in another 
state, Barbara Forrest. 


Forrest is a professor at Southeastern Louisiana University. She is also a 
member of the New Orleans Secular Humanist Association, an organization that 
opposes efforts “to explain the world in supernatural terms.” A month before the 
conference was scheduled to begin, Forrest sent a five-page message to many of 
the invitees warning them that they were being “lured” by “creationists with a 
religious/political agenda” to a meeting that would lend “undeserved academic 


legitimacy” to a movement bent on “the destruction of evolutionary theory.”/2 


The conference was held anyway, and by all accounts it was a great success. 
Three hundred and fifty scholars from around the world, including two Nobel 
laureates, spent four days listening to lectures and participating in lively 
academic discussions. Critics of ID were well represented—though not by the 
Baylor biology faculty, which boycotted the event. Nevertheless, a few days 
after the conference the Baylor faculty senate voted to recommend that President 
Sloan close the Michael Polanyi Center. 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


The Design Revolution: Answering the Toughest Questions About 
Intelligent Design, by William A. Dembski; Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity Press, 2004. 


A few weeks later, some U.S. congressmen attended an informational meeting 
on intelligent design in Washington, D.C. Alarmed, eight Baylor Darwinists 
wrote to Congressman Mark Souder to complain: “We and other mainstream 
scientists refer to it as intelligent design creationism. Some have referred to it as 
‘creeping creationism’.” The letter writers criticized intelligent design for 
disparaging “the Darwinian and materialistic worldview” to which (they 
claimed) the American people owe the conquest of racial and gender inequality, 
infant mortality, smallpox, and polio. 


The letter backfired when Souder blasted the Baylor Darwinists on the floor of 
the House of Representatives. “Ideological bias has no place in science,” Souder 
said, “and many of us in Congress do not want the government to be party to it.” 
He concluded, “As the Congress, it might be wise for us to question whether the 
legitimate authority of science over scientific matters is being misused by 
persons who wish to identify science with a philosophy they prefer. Does the 
scientific community really welcome new ideas and dissent, or does it merely 


pay lip service to them while imposing a materialist orthodoxy?” 


At first, President Sloan resisted faculty pressure to close the Michael Polanyi 


Center. “It’s rather ironic,” he said, “that people in the scientific community 
whose rights had to be protected in the face of ideological pressure” from 
fundamentalists “now appear to be suppressing others.” Sloan concluded that the 
faculty’s position “borders on McCarthyism.” Nevertheless, the faculty forced 
Sloan to appoint a committee to review the status of the Michael Polanyi Center. 
Since the faculty made sure that the committee was stacked with biologists 
hostile to Dembski, it came as no surprise when it reaffirmed the faculty senate’s 
recommendation that the Center be closed. Dembski was removed from his 
position (though he stayed on at Baylor as an independent researcher until his 


contract expired), and eventually even Sloan lost his job.2 


The Baylor lesson is clear: Darwinists will not tolerate any open discussion of 
intelligent design. When they cannot crush it in a balanced academic forum, they 
resort to intimidation and mob rule. In the following chapters we shall see this 
pattern repeated over and over again. To anyone hoping for a career in the 
current politically correct academic establishment, intelligent design is 
professionally dangerous. And no one knows this better than Dembski himself. 


Monkeys Typing Shakespeare 


Dawkins didn’t know who originated the idea that a monkey, given enough time, 
could type the works of Shakespeare. Actually, the idea originated with French 
mathematician Emile Borel, who pointed out in 1913 how unlikely it would be 
that a million monkeys typing ten hours a day would produce exactly all the 
books in the world’s libraries. Borel used this to illustrate the extreme 
unlikelihood of certain events, but Darwinists such as Dawkins now use the 
image of typing monkeys to illustrate the opposite: the likelihood that random 
processes can produce information. According to the “infinite monkey theorem,” 
an infinite number of typing monkeys (or a finite number of monkeys typing for 


an infinite time) will eventually produce the works of William Shakespeare./4 


In theory, an infinite number of monkeys with an infinite amount of time 
would write the works of Shakespeare—mixed in with an infinite amount of 
utter nonsense. But the real world isn’t infinite. On July 1, 2003, a Monkey 
Shakespeare Simulator was posted on the Internet. The simulator does not use 
real monkeys, of course; it is a computerized random letter generator in which 
each “monkey” types one letter per second and the number of monkeys is 
continually increasing. The simulator compares its output with the works of 
Shakespeare and reports matches—though it waits for such matches to appear on 
their own instead of selecting for a target sequence, as Dawkins’s computer did. 





Can I infer from what you are saying that... 


“Inference to a scientific theory is not only a matter of the relation of the 
theory to the evidence, but must also take into account the relation of 
competing theories to the evidence. Inference is a matter of choosing 
among alternative theories, and we choose according to which one provides 
the best explanation.” 


—Paul Thagard, 
The Journal of Philosophy, 1978 


After a year and a half, the longest match produced by the Monkey 
Shakespeare Simulator was twenty-four letters from a line in The Second Part of 
King Henry IV, which took the equivalent of 2,738 trillion trillion trillion 
monkey-years to produce. (A year later, the record had been extended to over 
thirty letters, which took trillions and trillions more monkey-years to produce.)!2 


So the universe isn’t big enough or old enough to hold all the “monkeys” it 
would take to type even one of Shakespeare’s sonnets—much less his collected 
works. And real monkeys don’t type a letter every second without stopping. 
What happens when we use real monkeys? 


In 2003, some lecturers and students from Plymouth University in southwest 
England decided to find out. They took a computer to the Paignton Zoo, about 
sixty miles away, and put it in a monkey enclosure housing six crested 
macaques. Then they waited. At first, a male monkey started bashing on the 
computer with a rock. “Another thing they were interested in was in defecating 
and urinating all over the keyboard,” added Mike Phillips, who runs the 
university’s Institute of Digital Arts and Technologies. After a month, the 
monkeys had produced the equivalent of five typed pages, consisting almost 
entirely of the letter “S.” They failed to produce anything remotely resembling a 


word.1& 


In the process, the monkeys received lots of free lunches. But they produced 
no specified complexity. No Shakespeare. No “WELCOME TO VICTORIA.” 
Not a single word. 


Chapter Nine 


VORRBRBEBRC BS 


THE SECRET OF LIFE 


At the Cavendish Laboratory in Cambridge, England, in 1953, James Watson 
and Francis Crick had just spent months trying to figure out the molecular 
structure of DNA. When they finally succeeded one Saturday moming in 
February, they went to celebrate over drinks at the nearby Eagle pub. To those 


around them, Crick announced: “We have discovered the secret of life!”4 


Watson and Crick’s breakthrough led to further discoveries showing how 
DNA encodes the genetic information that prescribes the protein building blocks 
of living cells, how that information is copied and transmitted to future 
generations, and how molecular accidents—mutations—might introduce 
changes in the genetic information to provide the raw materials for evolution. 


In 1970, French molecular biologist Jacques Monod again called DNA the 
secret of life. He said that with the new understanding of its structure and 
function, “and the understanding of the random physical basis of mutation that 
molecular biology has also provided, the mechanism of Darwinism is at last 
securely founded.” Monod concluded: “Man has to understand that he is a mere 


accident.”2 


But Monod was wrong. The secret of life is not the physical DNA molecule, 
but the information it carries. 


Guess what? 


1 The secret of DNA’s success is that it carries information like that of a 
computer program, but far more advanced. 


7‘Since experience shows that intelligence is the only presently acting 
cause of information, we can infer that intelligence is the best explanation 
for the information in DNA. 


7 When philospher Stephen Meyer published this inference in a biology 
journal, with supporting scientific evidence, Darwinists tried to ruin the 
career of the journal’s editor. 


DNA: the Molecule 


Living cells contain several different classes of large organic molecules, 
including proteins, DNA, RNA, lipids, and complex carbohydrates. With the 
development of Mendelian genetics in the early twentieth century, the cellular 
structures that seemed to be the likeliest carriers of genes were the 
chromosomes, which were known to consist largely of DNA. But DNA was 
thought to consist of simple repeated sets of its four subunits: A, T, C, and G. 
Most biologists thought that proteins were the only biological molecules 
complex enough to carry genetic information, and that DNA provided only 
structural support. 


In 1944, however, Rockefeller Institute researchers Oswald Avery, Colin 
McLeod, and Maclyn McCarty showed experimentally that DNA rather than 
protein was the carrier of hereditary information. In 1949, Austrian chemist 
Erwin Chargaff showed that the composition of DNA is not constant but varies 
from species to species—though the amount of A is always equal to the amount 
of T, and the amount of C is always equal to the amount of G. By 1950, it was 
generally agreed that Mendel’s genes consisted of DNA, and Chargaff’s ratios 
became an important clue for Watson and Crick in their efforts to unravel its 
structure. 


Each of the four subunits of DNA consists of an identical sugar-phosphate 
group, to which is attached one of four different bases (A, T, C, or G). Relying 
in part on X-ray data from Rosalind Franklin, Watson and Crick proposed a 
double helix with the sugar-phosphate backbones on the outside and the bases on 
the inside. Using cardboard cutouts to represent the latter, Watson and Crick 
discovered that A on one strand would naturally pair with T on the other, and C 
on one strand would naturally pair with G on the other. The result would be two 
complementary strands: if the sequence on one were T-T-G-T, the sequence on 


the other would be A-A-C-A. This accounted for Chargaff’s ratios. (Figure 6) 
The bonds holding each A-T pair and each C-G pair were relatively weak, so the 
two strands could be pulled apart and each could then serve as a template to 
synthesize another complementary one, resulting in two double helices with 


identical sequences. This suggested how genes could be copied for transmission 


to future generations.2 








Illustration courtesy of Fred Heeren. 





FIGURE 6. The Structure of DNA 


DNA: the Message 


Genes are commonly regarded as DNA sequences that contain the information 
necessary to specify the sequences of the proteins needed by a living cell. 
Philosopher of science Stephen C. Meyer points out that DNA has three 
important properties that enable it to carry this information. First, the subunits of 
DNA are like a four-letter alphabet. According to Meyer, they carry information 
“just like meaningful English sentences or functional lines of code in computer 
software.” As Microsoft chairman Bill Gates once wrote: “DNA is like a 


computer program but far, far more advanced than any software ever created.”4 


Second, a typical gene is several hundred bases long, so its precise sequence is 
highly improbable. If this is true for a single gene, it is even truer for an entire 
organism. Estimates of the smallest number of genes needed to make a living 
cell start at 250.2 If a minimal cell needs 250 genes, each several hundred bases 
long, then its gene sequences are so complex that the universe isn’t old enough 
for them to have plausibly originated by chance. Therefore, the information in 
DNA is extremely complex. 


Third, the information in the DNA is specified. A living cell needs not just 
any DNA, but DNA that encodes functional proteins. To be functional, a protein 
must have a very specific sequence. Francis Crick wrote in 1958: “For any 
particular protein the amino acids must be joined up in the right order.” So 
proteins—and thus the DNA that encodes them—are both complex and 
specified. “By information,” Crick wrote, “I mean the specification of the amino 
acid sequence of the protein . . . [And since] in even a small bacterial cell there 
are probably a thousand different kinds of protein, each containing some 
hundreds of amino acids in its own rigidly determined sequence, the amount of 


hereditary information” in that cell “is quite considerable.”® 


So it is not the atoms and molecules in DNA that matter, but the fact that they 
are arranged in such a way that they can carry information. The secret of life is 
information. 


But where does it come from? 


The Origin of Biological Information 


As a young geophysicist in the 1980s, Meyer became intrigued with a radical 
new idea that appeared in the epilogue to The Mystery of Life’s Origin, a book 
by Charles B. Thaxton, Walter L. Bradley, and Roger L. Olsen. To explain the 
informational content of DNA, the authors adopted the principle of uniformity 
espoused by Darwin’s contemporary, geologist Charles Lyell. They wrote: “By 
the principle of uniformity is meant that the kinds of causes we observe 
producing certain effects today can be counted on to have produced similar 
effects in the past.” We observe in the present that intelligent agents can and do 
generate new information. “May not the principle of uniformity then be used,” 
the authors asked, “to suggest that DNA had an intelligent cause at the 


beginning?”2 





What Bill Gates said 


“DNA is like a computer program but far, far more advanced than any 
software ever created.” 


—tThe Road Ahead, 1995 


To investigate this idea further, Meyer left his job as a geophysicist and went 
to England to pursue a Ph.D. in the history and philosophy of science at 
Cambridge University. He eventually concluded from his studies that Thaxton, 
Bradley, and Olsen’s intuition was correct. 


Meyer observed that scientists explain past events by using an inference to the 
best explanation (Chapter Eight). Historical science typically relies on a 
uniformitarian appeal to causes that can be observed in the present. For example, 
a layer of ash in rock strata is better explained by a past volcanic eruption than 
by an earthquake, because we observe that the former produces ash layers in the 
present, while the latter does not. Following this line of reasoning, Meyer 
formulated a scientific inference to the best explanation for the origin of 
information in DNA. “We know from experience,” he wrote, “that conscious 
intelligent agents can create informational sequences and systems.” Since “we 
know that intelligent agents do produce large amounts of information, and since 
all known natural processes do not (or cannot), we can infer design as the best 


explanation of the origin of information in the cell.”8 


Origin-of-life research supports this inference. Although scientists have 
shown that some of the molecular building blocks of DNA, RNA, and protein 
can form under natural conditions, in the absence of living cells and without the 
aid of intelligent design, those building blocks do not spontaneously assemble 
into large information-carrying molecules. Sequences that carry biological 
information are always either purposefully synthesized by scientists or copied 
from existing sequences in living cells. Since the only cause known to be 
capable of producing such sequences in the present is intelligent design, it is 
reasonable for historical scientists to infer that an intelligence acted somehow in 
the past to produce the existing information-rich sequences in living cells. 


Darwinists have raised several objections to Meyer’s argument. First, they 
accuse him of arguing from ignorance, as though he infers design only when he 
doesn’t know the cause of something. On the contrary, Meyer explains: 
“Inferences to the best explanation do not assert the adequacy of one causal 
explanation merely on the basis of the inadequacy of some other causal 
explanation. Instead, they compare the explanatory power of many competing 
hypotheses to determine which hypothesis would, if true, provide the best 
explanation for some set of relevant data.” Meyer continues, “it is not correct to 
say that we do not know how information arises.” We know that it arises from 


intelligent agents.2 





An Article You’re Not Supposed to Read 


“The origin of biological information and the higher taxonomic categories,” 
by Stephen C. Meyer; Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington 
117 (2004): 213-39. Available online at: 
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php? 


command=view&id=2177. 


Second, some Darwinists have argued that DNA sequences result simply from 
the action of natural laws. But Meyer points out that the sequence of bases in 
DNA is not predetermined by the laws of physics and chemistry. As shown in 
Figure 6, if one sugar-phosphate group has a G attached to it, the next sugar- 
phosphate group could have a G, C, T or A. Although the sequence of bases on 


one strand determines the sequence of bases on the second strand, no physical or 
chemical laws dictate what the sequence will be in an isolated single strand of 
DNA. 


Indeed, if chemical affinities between the bases in one strand of DNA 
determined their sequence, the strand could not carry hereditary information. 
Consider what would happen if every time A occurred in a growing DNA 
sequence, it would drag (say) a T along with it, and every time C occurred it 
would be followed by (say) a G. The result would be the sort of repetitive 
sequence that biochemists before 1944 thought rendered DNA unfit as the 
carrier of genes. Chemist Michael Polanyi once wrote that if the precise 
sequence of bases in a DNA molecule were determined by chemical bonds 
between them, “then such a DNA molecule would have no information content . 
. . [The sequence] must be as physically indeterminate as the sequence of words 


is on a printed page.”12 


Meyer adds: “The information contained in an English sentence or computer 
software does not derive from the chemistry of the ink or the physics of 
magnetism, but from a source extrinsic to physics and chemistry altogether. 
Indeed, in both cases, the message transcends the properties of the medium. The 
information in DNA also transcends the properties of its material medium.” And 
like the information in a sentence or a computer program, the information in 
DNA points to intelligence, because intelligent agency is “the only cause known 
to be capable of creating an information-rich system, including the coding 


regions of DNA, functional proteins, and the cell as a whole.” 4 


Third, some Darwinists propose a scenario for the origin of life that, they say, 
could explain the origin of information-rich molecules without design. 
According to the “RNA world” scenario, a non-living mixture of relatively 
simple proteins and RNA molecules might reach a point at which the mixture 
could self-replicate. Natural selection could then act on the mixture to refine it 
and allegedly generate new information to produce a living cell. 


Defending the RNA world scenario, Brown University biologist Kenneth R. 


Miller accuses Meyer of “intellectual desperation” for “failing to tell his readers 
of experiments showing that very simple RNA sequences can . . . self-replicate.” 
Meyer responds that it is Miller who fails to tell people the whole story about the 
RNA world scenario. Synthesizing RNA under pre-life conditions has proven 
either difficult or impossible, and the RNA molecules Miller describes already 
contain complex specified information, the origin of which remains unexplained. 
Furthermore, even with intelligently designed molecules in a carefully controlled 
laboratory situation, RNA world research has not produced anything 
approaching the specified complexity in a living cell.44 


Peer Review 


When an article is submitted to a science journal, the editor may choose to 
accept or reject it outright. Watson and Crick’s now-famous 1953 article on the 
structure of DNA was accepted by the editor of Nature without further review. 
More commonly, a journal editor sends an article to several outside referees 
(“peer reviewers”) who advise the editor whether the article should be accepted 
as written, accepted only after revision, or rejected. 


In 2003, Meyer submitted an article titled “The Origin of Biological 
Information and the Higher Taxonomic Categories” to the peer-reviewed 
Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington. The article provided 
extensive references from the scientific literature to support Meyer’s argument 
that DNA carries complex specified information that cannot be produced solely 
by natural processes such as mutation and selection. Relying on an inference to 
the best explanation, Meyer concluded that intelligent design was the cause of 
the enormous increase in biological information required to produce the major 
animal body plans in the Cambrian explosion. 


Meyer wrote: “Analysis of the problem of the origin of biological information 

. exposes a deficiency in the causal powers of natural selection that 
corresponds precisely to powers that agents are uniquely known to possess. 
Intelligent agents have foresight. Such agents can select functional goals before 
they exist.” Intelligent design theorists “are not positing an arbitrary explanatory 
element unmotivated by a consideration of the evidence. Instead, they are 
positing an entity possessing precisely the attributes and causal powers that the 


phenomenon in question requires.” 


Lacking in intelligence 


“What natural selection lacks, intelligent selection—purposive or goal- 
directed design—provides.” 


—Stephen C. Meyer, Proceedings 
of the Biological Society 
of Washington, 2004 


The editor of the Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington, 
Richard M. von Sternberg, was a research associate at the Smithsonian 
Institution’s National Museum of Natural History (NMNH) with two doctoral 
degrees in evolutionary biology. Following standard procedure, Sternberg sent 
Meyer’s article to three reviewers, all of them evolutionary and molecular 
biologists at well-known institutions. The reviewers recommended that the 
article be published, though only after substantial revisions. Meyer revised his 
article in accordance with their recommendations, and the journal published it in 
August 2004.4 


In recent years, a few ID-friendly articles have been published in peer- 
reviewed science journals.42 Before 2004, none of those articles had explicitly 
defended intelligent design, and nobody had made much of a fuss over them. But 
when the Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington published 
Meyer’s article proposing intelligent design as an explanation for the origin of 
biological information, all hell broke loose. 


Catch-23 


Science journals regularly publish articles attacking intelligent design, but they 
routinely reject articles defending intelligent design. For example, Darwinists 
have criticized Michael Behe’s arguments for ID (Chapter Ten) in many peer- 
reviewed science journals, including Nature, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
and the Quarterly Review of Biology. But those journals routinely refuse to 
publish Behe’s responses. One journal editor to whom Behe submitted a 
response cited a reviewer who wrote: “In this referee’s judgment, the manuscript 
of Michael Behe does not contribute anything useful to evolutionary science.” 
The editor of another journal wrote to Behe: “As you no doubt know, our journal 
has supported and demonstrated a strong evolutionary position from the very 
beginning, and believes that evolutionary explanations of all structures and 
phenomena of life are possible and inevitable. Hence a position such as yours . . 
. cannot be appropriate for our pages.” !© 


In Joseph Heller’s classic novel about World War II, Catch-22, an aviator 
could be excused from combat duty for being crazy. But a rule specified that he 
first had to request an excuse, and anyone who requested an excuse from combat 
duty was obviously not crazy, so such requests were invariably denied. The rule 
that made it impossible to be excused from combat duty was called “Catch-22.” 


Darwinists use a similar rule—I call it “Catch-23”—to exclude intelligent 
design from science: intelligent design is not scientific, so it can’t be published 
in peer-reviewed scientific journals. How do we know it’s not scientific? 
Because it isn’t published in peer-reviewed scientific journals. 44 Catch-23! 


The 2004 publication of Meyer’s article shattered the rule. It also alarmed 
Darwinists at the Smithsonian Institution (SI), with which the Biological Society 
of Washington (BSW) is loosely affiliated. Smithsonian Darwinists teamed up 


with the militantly pro-Darwin National Center for Science Education (NCSE) to 
control the damage to their cause. NCSE staffers sent long, detailed e-mails 
attacking Meyer’s article to high officials at the Smithsonian. The NCSE then 
worked closely with Smithsonian employees to develop a strategy of character 
assassination to punish Sternberg for publishing the article. To protect himself, 
Sternberg lodged a complaint with the U.S. Office of Special Counsel (OSC), 


established by Congress to investigate such cases.18 


Frankenstein’s castle? 


To Dr. Richard Sternberg, concerning his treatment by the Smithsonian 
Institution (SI) after publishing a peer-reviewed article by Dr. Stephen C. 
Meyer on intelligent design: “Our preliminary investigation indicates that 
retaliation came in many forms. It came in the form of attempts to change 
your working conditions. .. . During the process you were personally 
investigated and your professional competence was attacked. 
Misinformation was disseminated throughout the SI and to outside sources. 
The allegations against you were later determined to be false. It is also clear 
that a hostile work environment was created with the ultimate goal of 
forcing you out of the SI.” 


—U.S. Office of Special Counsel, 2005 


In August 2005, the OSC sent Sternberg a letter notifying him that a recent 
administrative decision had removed his case from their jurisdiction, but 
confirming that “members of NCSE worked closely with SI and NMNH 
members in outlining a strategy to have you investigated and discredited,” noting 
that “OSC questions the use of appropriated funds to work with an outside 
advocacy group for this purpose.” The OSC letter also confirmed that the 
management of the Smithsonian had falsely accused Sternberg of mishandling 


specimens in his research and of violating Proceedings of the Biological Society 
of Washington policies in the publication of Meyer’s article. These accusations 
“were published to several outside organizations,’ severely damaging 
Sternberg’s reputation. The managers later admitted that the accusations were 
false, but the OSC saw no evidence that “any effort was made to recall or correct 
these comments once the truth was known.” There were other abuses, too, but 
since the OSC lost jurisdiction over the Sternberg case “the SI is now refusing to 
cooperate with our investigation.” Nevertheless, the OSC concluded that the 
management of the publicly funded Smithsonian Institution had deliberately 
“created a hostile working environment” for Sternberg, hoping that he would 


“leave or resign.” /2 


To investigate the Darwinists’ accusation that Sternberg had circumvented the 
normal peer-review process, the president of the Council of the BSW reviewed 
the file, and he found that the peer review had been properly conducted. 
Nevertheless, the council subsequently issued a statement declaring that “the 
Meyer paper does not meet the scientific standards of the Proceedings.”72 
Although the BSW stopped short of formally retracting the article, the 
Darwinists did not end their ruthless campaign of character assassination against 


Sternberg. 


Catch-23 is still enforced by most science journals, but it is now supplemented 
with an additional rule: if intelligent design theorists do manage to publish in a 
peer-reviewed science journal, Darwinists will make sure the editor suffers 
grievously for it. 


Chapter Ten 


KRCBREE BR CR RSG 


DARWIN’S BLACK BOX 


On a midsummer day in 1906, on an island in one of Minnesota’s ten thousand 
lakes, Norwegian immigrant and self-taught engineer Ole Evinrude was having a 
picnic with his fiancée, Bess. After he and his beloved finished their lunch, Ole 
rowed several miles in ninety-degree heat to get her some ice cream. Although 
he was strong and energetic, Ole decided then and there that it was time to put a 
motor on his boat. He proceeded to invent the first commercially successful 
outboard motor, and in 1911 he secured a patent for what he called his Marine 


Propulsion System.+ 


What Evinrude didn’t know was that the water under his boat teemed with 
microscopic creatures that already had outboard motors far superior to his. Many 
bacteria have long whip-like appendages called flagella, which rotate at speeds 
up to 100,000 rpm and function as tiny marine propulsion systems. Using 
Evinrude’s putt-putt, a small rowboat could travel ten miles per hour, or about 
one and a half boat lengths per second. Using flagella, the common intestinal 
bacterium E. coli moves about ten body lengths per second—more than six times 
as fast (to scale) as Evinrude’s boat. 


Guess what? 


7 Anything that natural selection cannot make in small successive steps is a 
problem for Darwinism, and biochemist Michael Behe has identified such 
things in living cells. 


1 Behe argues that such “irreducibly complex” features point to intelligent 
design. 


7 Darwinists claim that Behe’s argument is not scientific because it is 
untestable; and besides, they say, they have tested it and proven it wrong. 


The motor that drives the flagellum is so small that biologists were unable to 
study it until electron microscopes were invented in the 1930s. We now know 
that the motor of the bacterial flagellum is an intricate molecular machine. After 
comparing the flagellar motor to various other molecular motors in living cells, 


Brandeis University biologist David DeRosier wrote in 1993: “More so than 


other motors, the flagellum resembles a machine designed by a human.”2 


So the motor of the bacterial flagellum looks designed. But is it actually 
designed? 


Irreducible Complexity 


In a 1986 scientific monograph, theoretical biologist Michael J. Katz of Case 
Western Reserve University wrote: “Contemporary organisms are quite 
complex, they have a special and an intricate organization that would not occur 
spontaneously by chance. The ‘universal laws’ governing the assembly of 
biological materials are insufficient to explain our companion organisms: one 
cannot stir together the appropriate raw materials and self-assemble a mouse.” 
According to Katz: “There are useful scientific explanations for these complex 
systems, but the final patterns that they produce are so heterogeneous that they 
cannot effectively be reduced to smaller or less intricate predecessor 
components.” Katz concluded: “These patterns are, in a fundamental sense, 


irreducibly complex.”2 


Katz regarded irreducible complexity as a problem for evolutionary biology, 
but ten years later Lehigh University biochemist Michael J. Behe (independently 
of Katz’s work) took things a step further. In his 1996 book Darwin’s Black Box, 
Behe (pronounced bee-hee) argued that irreducible complexity not only refutes 
Darwin’s theory, but also provides evidence for intelligent design. 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution, Tenth 
Anniversary Edition , by Michael J. Behe; New York: The Free Press, 2006. 


In The Origin of Species, Darwin wrote: “If it could be demonstrated that any 
complex organ existed which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, 
successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.” In 
Darwin’s Black Box, Behe wrote: “What type of biological system could not be 
formed by ‘numerous successive, slight modifications? Well, for starters, a 
system that is irreducibly complex. By irreducibly complex I mean a single 
system composed of several well-matched interacting parts that contribute to the 
basic function, wherein the removal of any one of the parts causes the system to 


effectively cease functioning.”4 


To illustrate what he meant by “irreducibly complex,” Behe used a mousetrap. 
A common household mousetrap consists of at least five parts: a flat wooden 
base on which the other parts are mounted, a metal hammer to crush the mouse, 
a wire spring connected to the base and the hammer, a pressure-sensitive catch 
on which the bait is placed, and a metal bar connected to the catch, which holds 
the hammer back when the trap is charged. If any one of these components (the 
base, hammer, spring, catch, or holding bar) is removed, then the mousetrap 
does not catch mice. Because it is necessarily composed of several parts, the 
mousetrap is irreducibly complex. 


According to Behe, the irreducible complexity we see in the mousetrap is a 
hallmark of design. Even though some or all of its parts—such as the spring or 
the wooden base—could serve other purposes, they would not be arranged as 
they are in the mousetrap except for the purpose of catching mice. And even 
though a mousetrap could be constructed in a series of successive modifications, 
as Behe’s critic John H. McDonald has shown, those modifications would have 
to be guided by an intelligent agent. Darwin’s writings make it clear that by 
“successive, slight modifications” he meant unguided modifications, so 
McDonald’s example (as he acknowledges) cannot serve as an analogy for 


Darwinian evolution.2 


In any case, a mousetrap is not a living thing. Do living things contain 
irreducibly complex features? If they do, then they pose a challenge to 
Darwinian evolution. Natural selection cannot assemble parts for the purpose of 
producing future functions; it can only preserve features that already have 
functions. So a feature that is irreducibly complex—that does not function until 
all its parts are in place—cannot be assembled by natural selection. In Behe’s 
view, such a feature points to intelligent design. 


Behe proceeded to describe a number of features in living cells that are 
irreducibly complex. Three such features are the light-sensing mechanism in our 
eyes, the human blood-clotting system, and the microscopic motor that propelled 
the bacteria in the lake under Ole Evinrude’s boat. 


Seeing and Clotting 


When a machine or structure or process performs a function, but its inner 
workings are unknown, scientists call it a “black box.” To Darwin, the cell was a 
black box. He and his contemporaries were almost completely ignorant of the 
inner workings of the cell; they believed that a cell was simply a blob of jelly 
with special properties. Modern microbiologists and biochemists, however, have 
discovered in living cells an amazing world of highly efficient microscopic 
machines and precisely integrated biochemical systems. 


In The Origin of Species, Darwin acknowledged that the human eye presented 
a problem for his theory. How could such a complex organ have evolved through 
successive slight modifications? Although he did not know what pathway 
evolution took in constructing the eye, Darwin pointed to a variety of animals 
that had eyes ranging from a simple light-sensitive spot to the complex 
vertebrate camera eye, and he speculated that similar organs might have been 
intermediates in the evolution of the human eye. 


For Darwin, the “light-sensitive spot” was a black box. Only after the advent 
of modern biochemistry did scientists discover how complex that spot really is. 


When light strikes the human retina it is absorbed by a molecule that alters an 
attached protein, which then initiates what biochemists call a “cascade”—a 
precisely integrated series of molecular reactions—that in this case causes a 
nerve impulse to be transmitted to the brain. If any molecule in the cascade is 
missing or defective, no nerve impulse is transmitted; the person is blind. Since 
the light-sensing mechanism doesn’t function at all unless every part is present, 
it is irreducibly complex. The fossil record cannot tell us, and no evolutionary 
biologist has explained, how all these molecules could have assembled 


themselves to produce the light-sensitive spot that was the starting point for 
Darwin’s speculation. 


In 2005, University of Chicago evolutionary biologist Jerry A. Coyne wrote 
that Behe’s argument has a fatal flaw: “Darwin brilliantly addressed this 
argument by surveying existing species to see if one could find functional but 
less complex eyes that not only were useful, but also could be strung together 
into a hypothetical sequence showing how a camera eye might evolve. If this 
could be done—and it can—then the argument for irreducible complexity 
vanishes.”® 


But Coyne’s comments had nothing to do with Behe’s argument, which is 
based on biochemistry rather than anatomy. “It is no longer enough,” Behe wrote 
in 1996, “to consider only the anatomical structure of whole eyes, as Darwin did 
in the nineteenth century (and as popularizers of evolution continue to do 
today).... Anatomy is, quite simply, irrelevant to the question of whether 
evolution could take place on the molecular level.” Coyne was merely repeating 
Darwin’s old argument, as though modern biochemistry did not exist.2 


Another example of irreducible complexity in living cells is the human blood- 
clotting cascade. If a person suffers even a minor cut, it is essential that a clot 
form to stop the bleeding and close the wound; otherwise, the person might 
bleed to death. Yet if a clot were to form in our blood vessels when it’s not 
needed, that could cause death, too. The clot itself is not all that complicated, but 
the blood-clotting cascade consists of more than a dozen protein molecules that 
must interact sequentially with each other to produce a clot only at the right time 
and place. Each protein is extremely complex in its own right, but it is the 
cascade that Behe identified as irreducibly complex, because all of the molecules 
must be present for the system to work. If even one is missing (as in the case of 
hemophilia), the system fails. 


University of California-San Diego biochemist Russell Doolittle, an expert on 
blood clotting, claimed in 1997 that experiments had proven Behe wrong. The 
experiments showed that if one component of the cascade is knocked out in one 


group of mice and another component is knocked out in another group, both 
groups lack functional clotting systems; but (Doolittle claimed) “when these two 
lines of mice were crossed . . . [then] for all practical purposes, the mice lacking 
both genes were normal!” He concluded: “Contrary to claims about irreducible 


complexity, the entire ensemble of proteins is not needed.” 


Behe ever so humble 


“The conclusion of intelligent design flows naturally from the data itself— 
not from sacred books or sectarian beliefs. Inferring that biochemical 
systems were designed by an intelligent agent is a humdrum process that 
requires no new principles of logic or science. It comes simply from the 
hard work that biochemistry has done over the past forty years, combined 
with consideration of the way in which we reach conclusions of design 
every day.” 


—Michael J. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box, 2006 


But Doolittle had misread the scientific articles on which he based his 
argument. When mice from the two abnormal groups were crossed, their 
offspring were not normal, but lacked a functional clotting system and suffered 
from frequent hemorrhages. The fact that an expert such as Doolittle could come 
up with nothing better than experiments that actually support Behe’s argument 
convinced Behe “that there are indeed no detailed explanations for the evolution 
of blood clotting in the literature and that, despite Darwinian protestations, the 


irreducible complexity of the system is a significant problem for Darwinism.”2 


The eye’s light-sensing mechanism and the human blood-clotting cascade are 
only two of several biochemical systems that Behe cites to support his argument. 


But the most famous example of irreducible complexity in living cells—some 
have called it the poster child of intelligent design—is mechanical rather than 
biochemical. 


The Bacterial Flagellum 


The bacterial flagellum is a long, hair-like filament. The common intestinal 
bacterium E. coli has on average six to twelve extending from its body. When 
the flagella turn in one direction they bundle together to form a long, rapidly 
rotating whip that propels the organism through the surrounding liquid; when the 
flagella reverse direction the whip unravels and the organism stops abruptly and 
tumbles. At the base of each flagellum is a proton-driven motor that can turn 
thousands of times a minute and reverse direction in a quarter turn. The motor’s 
drive shaft is attached to a rotor that turns within a stator, and the entire 
assembly is anchored in the cell wall by various bushings. The filament itself is 
attached to the drive shaft by a hook that functions as a universal joint so the 
flagellum can twist as it turns. (Figure 7) The operation of the flagellum is linked 
to a system that enables the organism to sense and follow chemicals in its 
surroundings. 


By knocking out genes and screening for cells that can no longer move, 
researchers have identified all the gene products (proteins) required for assembly 
and operation of the flagellum. Remove any of them, and it stops working. Thus 
the motor of the bacterial flagellum meets Behe’s criterion for irreducible 
complexity.12 


Brown University biologist Kenneth R. Miller has attempted to refute Behe by 
arguing that the motor of the bacterial flagellum is not irreducibly complex. 
Bacterial cells form their long flagellar filaments by secreting protein subunits 
through the hollow drive shaft of the flagellar motor. A few years ago, 
microbiologists discovered that some pathogenic bacteria use a similar hollow 
shaft as a needle to inject toxins into the cells of their victims. The similar 
(though not identical) apparatus in each case is called the type III secretory 
system, or TTSS. 
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FIGURE 7. 


The Motor of the Bacterial Flagellum 


Miller argues that because the TTSS resembles part of the flagellum but has a 
different biological function, the flagellum itself is not irreducibly complex. 
Furthermore, he argues, the pre-existing TTSS was probably “co-opted” by 
Darwinian evolution to produce the flagellum. Miller concludes: “What this 


means is that the argument for intelligent design of the flagellum has failed.” 


In Darwin’s Black Box, however, Behe had already acknowledged that 
irreducibly complex systems sometimes contain subsets that perform other 


functions in other contexts. For example, a mechanic could remove the gasoline 
engine from an outboard motor and run it by itself, but the outboard motor can’t 
function without it. Removing the engine doesn’t refute the irreducible 
complexity of the outboard motor; in fact, it confirms it. In a 2004 response to 
critics, Behe wrote that Miller was “switching the focus from the function of the 
system to act as a rotary propulsion machine to the ability of a subset of the 
system to transport proteins across a membrane. However, taking away the parts 
of the flagellum certainly destroys the ability of the system to act as a rotary 
propulsion machine, as I have argued. Thus, contra Miller, the flagellum is 


indeed irreducibly complex.” 


As for Miller’s claim that the TTSS was probably co-opted by Darwinian 
evolution to produce the flagellum—University of Idaho microbiologist Scott 
Minnich disagrees. Minnich is an expert on plague bacteria (which use the TTSS 
to attack their victims), and in 2004 he spent five months as a volunteer in Iraq 
with an elite team searching for biological weapons. While in Iraq, he and 
Stephen C. Meyer contributed a paper to an international biology conference in 
Greece in which they pointed out that the flagellar motor consists of several 
dozen proteins that are not present in the TTSS but are “unique to the motor and 
are not found in any other living system.” They asked: “From whence, then, 


were these proteins co-opted?”2 


Another problem for Miller’s co-option argument is that flagella probably 
existed before the TTSS. Several lines of evidence support this conclusion. 
Minnich and Meyer conclude: “If anything, the pump evolved from the motor, 


not the motor from the pump.”24 


Which Moscow Is This? 


In a pattern that is becoming increasingly clear (and will become even clearer in 
Chapter Sixteen), both Behe and Minnich have come under fire on their home 
campuses for defending intelligent design. According to the chairman of Behe’s 
department at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania, the faculty there “actively and 
forcefully” condemns Behe’s work."® At the University of Idaho, where Minnich 
is a professor of microbiology, the heat has been even more intense. 


A few months after Minnich returned home from Iraq to his family in 
Moscow, Idaho, a school district in Dover, Pennsylvania, decided to inform its 
high school biology students that there is a controversy over intelligent design 
and that the theory of evolution should be studied with an open mind. The 
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) took the school district to court, 
claiming that the statement was unconstitutional. (We will take a closer look at 
this case in Chapters Thirteen and Sixteen.) The Dover school district sought 
expert witnesses to defend its constitutional right to freedom of speech, and 
Minnich (among others) volunteered to help—on his own time. 


In October 2005, just before Minnich was scheduled to testify in 
Pennsylvania, University of Idaho president Timothy P. White issued an edict 
prohibiting the teaching of “views that differ from evolution... in our life, earth, 
and physical science courses.”!® A week after President White issued his edict, 
the university hosted a seminar by Darwinist Eugenie Scott, titled “Why 
Scientists Reject Intelligent Design.” Scientist Scott Minnich was not invited to 
participate. 





Designer genes 


“Molecular machines display a key signature or hallmark of design, 
namely, irreducible complexity. In all irreducibly complex systems in 
which the cause of the system is known by experience or observation, 
intelligent design or engineering played a role in the origin of the system.... 
We find such systems within living organisms.” 


Scott A. Minnich and Stephen C. Meyer, 
Second International Conference on Design & 
Nature, 2004 


Actually, Minnich had never taught his students that Darwinism is wrong or 
intelligent design is right. Quite reasonably, though, he expected the academic 
establishment to respect his freedom to encourage students to think critically 
about this subject—or at least to respond to Eugenie Scott in an open forum. 


Apparently academic freedom doesn’t extend to critics of Darwinism. When 
University of Colorado professor Ward Churchill called victims of the terrorist 
attacks on September 11, 2001, “little Eichmanns,” the American Association of 


University Professors (AAUP) defended his academic freedom, reaffirming the 
AAUP’s commitment “to preserving and advancing principles of academic 
freedom in this nation’s colleges and universities. Freedom of faculty members 
to express views, however unpopular or distasteful, is an essential condition of 
an institution of higher learning that is truly free.” But when word of President 
White’s edict reached Jonathan Knight, director of the AAUP’s Office of 
Academic Freedom, Knight said: “Academic freedom is not a license to teach 
anything you like.”/4 In the Orwellian thinking of the AAUP, all unpopular 
views are equal, but some are more equal than others. 


Defenders of President White’s edict pointed to a “consensus” of scientists 
that intelligent design is wrong. But how could there be a “consensus” if 
qualified scientists such as Minnich and Behe are excluded from voting? This 
sounds suspiciously like those “unanimous” elections for which the former 
Soviet Union became notorious. Just as truth could not be decided by the 
Communist Party in Moscow, Russia, so it cannot be decided by the Darwinist 
Party in Moscow, Idaho. 


Chapter Eleven 


VORECER BRO GCG 


WHAT A WONDERFUL WORLD 


Neem ka Thana is a small town about one hundred miles from Delhi, India. 
Accessible by train but barely reachable by car, the village is not a big tourist 
attraction. At sunrise on October 24, 1995, however, Neem ka Thana was filled 
with foreign visitors. They were astronomers, loaded with cameras and scientific 
instruments, who had come from all over the world to study a total solar 
eclipse.+ 


One of them was Guillermo Gonzalez, a young Cuban immigrant to the 
United States who had recently earned a Ph.D. in astrophysics at the University 
of Washington. Gonzalez was in Neem ka Thana at the invitation of the Indian 
Institute of Astrophysics to photograph the eclipse and measure changes in 
atmospheric conditions as the Earth passed through the moon’s shadow. He later 
wrote: “To experience a total solar eclipse is much more than simply to see it. 
The event summons all the senses. The dramatic drop in temperature was just as 


much a part of it as the blocked sun and the ‘oohs’ and ‘aahs’ from the crowd.”2 


Guess what? 


The Earth’s place in the universe is so remarkably well suited for life and 
scientific discovery that it suggests design. 


7 Opponents of design claim that our universe is just the luckiest of an 


infinite number of universes—for which there is no evidence. 


7 When Iowa State University astronomer Guillermo Gonzalez wrote about 
cosmic evidence for intelligent design, a militant atheist in the religious 
studies department organized a campaign against him. 


What brought astronomers such as Gonzalez from all over the world to watch 
an eclipse that lasted less than a minute? In a total solar eclipse, the moon 
exactly covers the face of the sun, leaving only its fiery outer atmosphere visible 
from Earth. Studying that outer atmosphere enables astronomers to discover 
much of what they now know about the stars. If the moon were smaller or larger, 
or closer or farther away, such discoveries would have been delayed, perhaps 
indefinitely. It’s as though the size and orbit of the moon were tailor-made for 
science. 


As an astronomer, Gonzalez already knew that many factors contributed to 
making Earth the best place in the solar system for life. Now he realized that 
Earth was also the best place in the solar system to make scientific discoveries 
about the universe. It seemed unlikely that the conjunction of the two was due to 
chance. To Gonzalez, it was evidence of intelligent design. 


Cosmic Fine-Tuning 


The fundamental constants of the universe seem remarkably fine-tuned for life. 
For example, if the strength of gravity were weaker by only one part in a trillion 
trillion trillion, the universe would have expanded so quickly after the Big Bang 
that no galaxies or planets would have formed. On the other hand, if gravity 
were stronger by only one part in a trillion trillion trillion, the universe would 
have quickly collapsed back on itself. Either way, we would not exist. 


In the end is my beginning 


“The total number and diversity of possible chemical structures that may be 
constructed out of carbon, oxygen, hydrogen, and nitrogen is virtually 
unlimited. Almost any imaginable chemical shape and chemical property 
can be derived. Together these elements form what is in effect a universal 
chemical constructor kit. . . . It is as if from the very moment of creation the 
biochemistry of life was already preordained in the atom-building process, 
as if Nature were biased to this end from the beginning.” 


—Michael J. Denton, Nature’s Destiny, 1998 


Other finely tuned fundamental constants include the strength of the 
electromagnetic force, the ratio of the masses of protons and electrons, and the 
strong nuclear force that holds atomic nuclei together. In fact, there are over a 
dozen constants that must have precisely the values they have in order to make 
the universe habitable. Oxford physicist Roger Penrose has calculated that the 


odds against all these constants having just the right values are one followed by 
trillions and trillions more zeroes than there are elementary particles in the 


universe. It would be impossible even to write out such an enormous number.2 


The chemical elements also seem uniquely suited for life. For example, 
carbon is unusual in its ability to combine chemically not only with itself but 
also with many other elements, making possible the vast number of complex 
compounds needed by living cells. Several other elements—most notably 
hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, and phosphorus—are uniquely suited to combining 
with carbon to form biologically active molecules. As molecular biologist 
Michael Denton wrote in 1998: “It is as if from the very moment of creation the 


biochemistry of life was already preordained in the atom-building process.”4 


Hydrogen and oxygen also combine to form water. Most of the chemical 
reactions necessary for life can take place only in liquid water. Water’s ability to 
absorb and retain heat also buffers living things from sudden temperature 
changes. According to Denton: “Water is uniquely and ideally adapted to serve 
as the fluid medium for life on Earth in not just one, or many, but in every single 


one of its known physical and chemical characteristics.” 2 


The properties of the elements follow from the universal constants, so cosmic 
fine-tuning results not only in a habitable universe, but also in elements uniquely 
suited for life. Some people have attempted to explain these remarkable 
coincidences by invoking “the anthropic principle.” We should not be surprised 
by fine-tuning, they say, because if the universe were not fine-tuned for life we 
would not be here to observe it. This hardly counts as an explanation. 
Philosopher John Leslie uses the metaphor of a condemned man who survives a 
firing squad composed of a thousand expert marksmen. According to Leslie, 
saying that the anthropic principle explains cosmic fine-tuning would be like the 
condemned man saying: “If the thousand men of the firing squad hadn’t all 


missed me then I shouldn’t be here to discuss the fact, so I’ve no reason to find it 


curious.”® 


A second conceivable explanation is that the universal constants have their 


precise values because of natural law or necessity. But the constants are essential 
parts of natural laws; they do not follow from those laws. Laws describe 
regularities, and since we know of only one universe we cannot observe 
regularities in whatever processes form universes. 


A third explanation is that there must be an infinite number of parallel 
universes with fundamental constants having all possible values, and ours just 
happens to be the lucky one. The problem with this “multiverse” explanation is 
that we have no evidence—nor can we—of other universes. 


Other scientists and philosophers maintain that cosmic fine-tuning points to 
intelligent design. By employing an inference to the best explanation (Chapter 
Eight), we can see that cosmic fine-tuning is much more likely if the universe is 


designed than if it is not.2 


Our Privileged Planet 


Cosmic fine-tuning is remarkable, but it is just the beginning. Even in a finely 
tuned universe, most places are uninhabitable. It turns out that the Earth’s 
location in the cosmos is unusually well-suited for life. 


First, most galaxies could not support life. In elliptical galaxies, stars have 
irregular orbits that take them through regions of the galaxy that are hostile to 
life. In spiral galaxies such as our Milky Way, stars follow more orderly orbits. 


Second, our place in the Milky Way is just right. If we were closer to the 
galactic center we would be bombarded by dangerous radiation and comets. If 
we were closer to the edge, the sun would have fewer of the heavy elements 
needed to form planets. As it is, we are in a relatively narrow “Galactic 


Habitable Zone.” 


Third, our sun and solar system are well suited to life. The Earth’s distance 
from the sun, and its near-circular stable orbit, provide just the right conditions 
for liquid water, which is necessary for life. Just as the solar system is in the 
Milky Way’s Galactic Habitable Zone, so Earth is in the solar system’s 
“Circumstellar Habitable Zone.” 


Fourth, the moon stabilizes the tilt of the Earth’s axis, preventing wild 
fluctuations in temperature. The moon (together with the sun) also contributes to 
the Earth’s tides, which mix nutrients from the land with the oceans and help to 
drive ocean currents that regulate our climate. 


Finally, there is the Earth itself. If our planet were much smaller, it would not 


be able to hold an atmosphere or generate the strong magnetic field that protects 
us from cosmic rays. If the Earth were much larger, the increased gravity would 
mean more atmospheric pressure and less surface relief; in fact, the planet might 


be entirely covered in water.2 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


The Privileged Planet: How Our Place in the Cosmos Is Designed for 
Discovery , by Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay W. Richards; Washington, DC: 
Regnery Publishing, 2004. 


Not only is Earth especially suited for life, but it is also well situated for 
scientific discovery. Because the Milky Way is a spiral galaxy, it is relatively 
flat, so we can observe distant galaxies that would otherwise be obscured by dust 
and stars in our own galaxy. And Earth’s position in the Milky Way, about 
halfway between the galactic center and its visible edge, is just about ideal for 
making astronomical observations, giving us a fairly clear view of nearby stars 
as well as distant galaxies. 


The characteristics of our solar system are also well suited to scientific 
discovery. By observing a star’s location at one time of year and observing it 
again six months later, the shift in its position relative to more distant stars 
enables astronomers to calculate its distance. The relative sizes and distances of 


the Earth, moon, and sun are important factors in making such measurements. 
The same parameters also make total solar eclipses possible, which make it 
possible for us to discover important characteristics of the stars. 


The most habitable places in the universe are also the best places to make 
scientific discoveries about the universe. According to Gonzalez and Jay W. 
Richards’s The Privileged Planet: “There’s no obvious reason to assume that the 
very same rare properties that allow for our existence would also provide the 
best overall setting to make discoveries about the world around us. We don’t 
think this is merely coincidental. It cries out for another explanation, an 
explanation that suggests there’s more to the cosmos than we have been willing 
to entertain or even imagine.” They conclude that the correlation between the 
factors needed for complex life and the factors needed to do science “forms a 
meaningful pattern” that “points to purpose and intelligent design in the 


cosmos.”12 


Intelligent Design at the Smithsonian 


Soon after Gonzalez and Richards published The Privileged Planet, Illustra 
Media produced a one-hour film based on the book. In October 2004, the film 


premiered to a standing-room-only crowd at Seattle’s Museum of Flight. 


The Discovery Institute in Seattle (with which Gonzalez and Richards were 
both affiliated) then approached the National Museum of Natural History 
(NMNH) at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C. to arrange a 
showing there. The NMNH—the same organization that persecuted Richard 
Sternberg for publishing an article about intelligent design—routinely makes its 
auditorium available to outside groups in exchange for a donation. Following 
standard procedure, NMNH staff reviewed the film to make sure it complied 
with the museum’s policy excluding events of a religious nature. In April 2005, 
the NMNH agreed to co-sponsor a showing of The Privileged Planet on June 23, 
in exchange for a $16,000 donation from the Discovery Institute. In May, 
invitations were sent to several hundred people in North America announcing: 
“The director of the National Museum of Natural History and Discovery 
Institute cordially invite you to the national premiere and evening reception of 
The Privileged Planet: The Search for Purpose in the Universe.” 14 





Location, location, location 


“In many ways, ours is the optimal galaxy for life... [and] we’re only now 
beginning to appreciate how much our solar system’s configuration is not 
only rare but also surprisingly crucial for life.” 


—Guillermo Gonzalez 
and Jay W. Richards 


When Darwinists learned of the upcoming event, they went ballistic. Their 
Internet blogs, bristling with indignation, urged readers to send protests to the 
Smithsonian. The New York Times announced: “Smithsonian to Screen a Movie 
that Makes a Case Against Evolution.” Yet the film (like the book) is compatible 


with cosmic evolution, and it says nothing about biological evolution. 


After being hammered by enraged Darwinists the Smithsonian threw in the 
towel. Lucy Dorrick, associate director for development and special events at the 
NMNH, wrote to the Discovery Institute: “Upon further review, the Museum has 
determined that the content of the film is not consistent with the mission of the 
Smithsonian Institution’s scientific research.” NMNH spokesman Randall 
Kremer told The Scientist: “The scientific content for the most part is accurate,” 


but “the science is used to draw a philosophical conclusion.”44 


Discovery Institute’s Jonathan Witt pointed out that the Smithsonian had had 
no problem sponsoring “Cosmos Revisited: A Series Presented in the Memory 
of Carl Sagan” in 1997. “Sagan’s ‘Cosmos’ series,” noted Witt, “is famous for 
its opening dictum, ‘The Cosmos is all that is, or ever was, or ever will be.” Why 
didn’t the Smithsonian have a problem promoting this little philosophical 
flourish?” Witt concluded: “The Smithsonian has been given over, lock, stock, 
and barrel, to Sagan’s metaphysical vision for decades. The one difference now 
is that they’re explicitly stating that not only do they privilege Sagan’s 
materialist metaphysic, they will block any scientific argument that suggests a 


contrary conclusion.” 2 


But the Smithsonian had already signed a contract for the event. “Due to this 
fact,’ wrote Dorrick, “we will, of course, honor the commitment made to 
provide space for the event to the Discovery Institute, but the museum will not 
participate or accept a donation for the event.” The NMNH returned $11,000 of 
the $16,000 donation to the Discovery Institute, keeping $5,000 for expenses. 


The event itself was a huge success. On June 23, 2005, a capacity crowd filled 
the National Museum of Natural History’s Baird Auditorium. Afterwards, 
Gonzalez and Richards answered questions from scientists, students, journalists, 
and legislators, then hosted a reception in the museum’s Hall of Geology, Gems, 
and Minerals.4° 


The controversy also had its lighter moments. When he first heard of it at the 
end of May, atheist James Randi offered to pay the NUNH $20,000 to cancel the 
event. Randi’s clumsy attempt to bribe the Smithsonian to censor the film 
amused mathematician David Berlinski, a critic of Darwinism and fellow of the 
Discovery Institute living in Paris. Berlinski wrote to Randi and threatened, 
tongue in cheek, to show The Privileged Planet in Europe unless Randi also paid 
him $20,000. For “the right price” Berlinski said, the Discovery Institute would 
make sure the film “disappears itself, if you catch my drift. You get to keep the 
negatives, we keep the director’s cut in our safe for insurance. Is this some sort 


of deal, or what?”2Z 


Randi did not respond. 


Is This Heaven? 


In 2001, Guillermo Gonzalez had left his postdoctoral research position at the 
University of Washington to take a job as an assistant professor of astronomy 
and physics at Iowa State University. Things were going well there until the June 
2005 screening of The Privileged Planet at the Smithsonian. 


Soon after the Smithsonian event, Iowa State professor Hector Avalos 
circulated a faculty petition to “reject all attempts to represent intelligent design 
as a scientific endeavor.” The petition, which was signed by nearly 120 Iowa 
State professors, criticized “advocates of intelligent design” for claiming that 
“the position of our planet and the complexity of particular life forms and 
processes are such that they may only be explained by the existence of a creator 
or designer of the universe.” Within a few weeks, many faculty members at the 
University of Iowa and the University of Northern Iowa had also signed the 
petition. 12 
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A PBS sequel to Carl Sagan? Forgetaboutit 





“There’s no obvious reason to assume that the very same rare properties 
that allow for our existence would also provide the best overall setting to 
make discoveries about the world around us. We don’t think this is merely 
coincidental. It cries out for another explanation, an explanation that... 
points to purpose and intelligent design in the cosmos.” 


—Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay W. Richards 


“We want to make sure the public and the university start to voice their 
opposition to intelligent design,” Avalos told the Iowa State Daily. He also told 
the Chronicle of Higher Education: “We certainly don’t want to give the 
impression to the public that intelligent design is what we do.” And he was 
quoted by the Associated Press as saying: “A lot of people were concerned that 
Iowa State could become a place being marketed where intelligent design 


research was taking place and that it had some validity in school curricula.” 2 


Although the petition did not mention Gonzalez by name, it was obviously 
aimed at him. Yet he has never taught intelligent design in his classes. He does 
assert that “it properly falls within science” because its methods are scientific 
and it does not start with religious assumptions, but he also considers it too new 
and controversial to teach without the support of his astronomy colleagues. Like 
Michael Behe and Scott Minnich, Gonzalez defends intelligent design only 
outside the classroom, on his own time. Yet he, like Behe and Minnich, is 
condemned by colleagues who in other situations boast about their commitment 


to academic freedom.22 





Science and Halloween 


“No one has offered any evidence that ID has ever been taught in an ISU 
class by anyone. Gonzalez says he hasn’t taught it. Can it really be that all 
these defenders of science are attacking something entirely imaginary? The 
lack of a witch has never deterred the witch hunters, but a witch hunt is a 
poor model for scientific inquiry.” 


—TIowa State sociology professor 
Dave Schweingruber, 2005 


Avalos accuses Gonzalez of having a hidden religious agenda. Others have 
accused him of academic fraud. “I didn’t expect this level of vitriol, this level of 
intense hostility,” Gonzalez told the Des Moines Register. At the University of 
Iowa, about a hundred miles east of Iowa State, physics professor Frederick 
Skiff agreed to discuss intelligent design in a campus forum with three 
Darwinists. Skiff was ridiculed and insulted, and he was given very little time to 
respond. “I have never faced such blatant hostility and dishonesty at the hands of 
colleagues before,” he said afterward.*4 


Someone unfamiliar with Iowa State might think that Avalos is a scientist— 


perhaps, like Gonzalez, a physicist or astronomer—concerned with defending 
the integrity of his discipline from attacks by religious fundamentalists. But 
Hector Avalos is a professor of religion! In this bizarre drama, it is the scientist 
who is arguing for design in the universe, and the religion professor who is 
trying to silence him. The irony was not lost on Iowa State sociology professor 
Dave Schweingruber, who wrote to a local newspaper: “What is Avalos’ 
objection to Gonzalez’s work? He told the Des Moines Register that he knows 
ID is religion and not science because ‘I’m a Biblical scholar.’ So Iowa State has 
one thing in common with unaccredited Bible colleges and medieval heresy 
tribunals: Our Bible scholars think they can tell our astronomers how to do their 
jobs.” Schweingruber concluded: “A witch hunt is a poor model for scientific 


inquiry.”22 


But the irony doesn’t stop there. Religion professor Hector Avalos is a 
militant atheist. He is the founder and faculty advisor of the Iowa State 
University Atheist and Agnostic Society, which “is intended to provide an 
educational and support system for students who believe that one can live a 
fulfilling, productive, and ethical life without religion.”22 So Iowa taxpayers are 
spending hundreds of millions of dollars every year on an institution that entrusts 
the teaching of religion to someone who tells students they’re better off without 


it—and who thinks it’s his job to tell an astronomer how to do science. 


Is this heaven? No, it’s Iowa. 


Chapter Twelve 


VORRBRBE CEC ES 


IS ID SCIENCE? 


In their eagerness to oppose intelligent design, Darwinists try to exclude it from 
serious consideration by arguing that it is not science. 


In 2004, American Society for Cell Biology president Harvey F. Lodish wrote 
that intelligent design is “not science” because “the ideas that form the basis” of 
it “have never been tested by any scientific peer scrutiny or peer review.” In 
2005, the American Astronomical Society declared: “Intelligent design fails to 
meet the basic definition of a scientific idea: its proponents do not present 
testable hypotheses and do not provide evidence for their views.”! And the 
Biophysical Society adopted a policy stating: “What distinguishes scientific 
theories” from intelligent design “is the scientific method, which is driven by 


observations and deductions.” Since intelligent design is “not based on the 


scientific method,” it is “not in the realm of science.”2 


But the definition of “science” is more controversial than these statements 
imply, intelligent design is both testable and tested, and what really matters is 
not whether a hypothesis fits a particular definition of “science” but whether we 
have good reason for thinking it’s true. 


Guess what? 


1 Darwinists have been unable to refute intelligent design with evidence, so 
they rely on a self-serving definition of science that excludes it from serious 


consideration. 


TIntelligent design is as scientific as Darwinism unless “science” is 
arbitrarily defined to permit only natural explanations. 


1 Darwinists also dismiss intelligent design by citing the “consensus” of 
scientists—but in the Middle Ages the “consensus” was that the sun 
revolved around the Earth! 


What Is Science? 


In 1982, U.S. District Judge William A. Overton declared unconstitutional an 
Arkansas law requiring public schools to give “balanced treatment” to biblical 
creationism and Darwinism. The judge ruled that the former is religion rather 
than science, based on five “essential characteristics of science” that had been 
presented to him by various witnesses—most notably philosopher Michael Ruse. 
Science, the judge ruled, is (1) guided by natural law; (2) based on explaining by 
natural law; (3) testable; (4) tentative; and (5) falsifiable.2 


As we have seen, intelligent design is not the same as biblical creationism, so 
Overton’s criteria might not apply to ID in the same way he thought they applied 
to biblical creationism. But are his criteria even valid? 


Trivial pursuit 


“Tt is hard to see how anything like a reasonably serious dispute about what 
is and isn’t science could be settled just by appealing to a definition. One 
thinks this would work only if the original query were really a verbal 
question . . . [but] the question would be trivial, like the question whether 
there are any married bachelors.” 


—Philosopher Alvin Plantinga 


Philosopher of science Larry Laudan rejects biblical creationism on empirical 


grounds, but he also rejects Overton’s ruling that it is unscientific. Regarding the 
first two criteria, Laudan points out that scientists often make claims before they 
can explain them by natural law. For example: “Galileo and Newton took 
themselves to have established the existence of gravitational phenomena, long 
before anyone was able to give a causal or explanatory account of gravitation.” 
And although Laudan considers the creationist claim of a worldwide flood to be 


false, he argues that to suggest such a claim “is unscientific until we have found 


the laws on which the alleged phenomenon depends is simply outrageous.”4 


Regarding the third and fifth criteria, some philosophers of science have 
suggested two ways to test a hypothesis. One is to seek evidence for it 
(“verification”), and the other is to seek evidence against it (“falsification”). 
Laudan points out that “the vast majority of non-scientific and pseudoscientific 
systems of belief have verifiable constituents.” For example, astrologers 
sometimes make verifiably true predictions, yet most scientists regard astrology 
as unscientific. On the other hand, falsifiability “has the untoward consequence 
of countenancing as ‘scientific’ every crank claim which makes ascertainably 


false assertions.” 


So although everyone agrees that scientific hypotheses should be tested 
against the evidence, verifiability and falsifiability are not reliable criteria to 
distinguish science from non-science. In recent years, Darwinists have 
increasingly relied on another criterion: “methodological naturalism.” Science, 
they say, can invoke only natural explanations. As Ruse testified: “Science 


attempts to explain the empirical world in terms of natural law and natural 


processes.”® 


Methodological Naturalism 


Advocates of this position distinguish between “methodological” and 
“metaphysical” naturalism. The latter is materialistic philosophy—the view that 
nature is all that exists, and God and spirit are imaginary. The former is 
supposedly just a statement about an inherent limitation on the scientific method 
rather than a description of the whole of reality. 


Nevertheless, defining science as the search for natural explanations leads to 
serious problems. First, miracles might really happen. Laboratory experiments 
generally focus on phenomena that obey natural regularities, for which appeals 
to miracle would be inappropriate. But if God does work miracles, whether in 
the present or in the past, we would be seriously mistaken to insist that they can 
be explained by natural regularities. Acts of God that take place in the real world 
would have objective effects, and if methodological naturalism prevents us from 
even considering an essential element in their causation, but claims to lead to the 
truth, then it is the same as metaphysical naturalism. 


According to philosopher Alvin Plantinga: “If you exclude the supernatural 
from science, then if the world or some phenomena within it are supernaturally 
caused—as most of the world’s people believe—you won’t be able to reach that 
truth scientifically. Observing methodological naturalism thus hamstrings 
science by precluding science from reaching what would be an enormously 
important truth about the world. It might be that, just as a result of this 


constraint, even the best science in the long run will wind up with false 


conclusions.”2 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Nature, Design, and Science: The Status of Design in Natural Science, by 
Del Ratzsch; State University of New York Press, 2001. 


Second, methodological naturalism may induce people to cling to ideas that 
are unsupported—or actually contradicted—by the evidence. If a person refuses 
to question the doctrine of universal common ancestry simply because it is the 
best naturalistic explanation available, even though fossils cannot provide 
evidence for it and the molecular evidence is inconsistent with it—at least at the 
level of the major domains of life—then that person is no longer engaged in the 
activity most of us think of as science: namely, determining which hypotheses 
best fit the evidence. The same could be said of a person who insists that 
macroevolution is just an extrapolation of microevolution simply because that is 
the best naturalistic explanation, even though the evidence from living 
organisms strongly suggests that it’s not true. As Darwin critic Phillip E. 
Johnson has pointed out: “Naturalism and empiricism are often erroneously 
assumed to be very nearly the same thing, but they are not. In the case of 


Darwinism, these two foundational principles of science are in conflict.”2 


Of course scientists should seek natural causes. According to Dembski, that is 
the first step in making a design inference. His explanatory filter (Chapter Eight) 
leads to design only after undirected natural causes such as necessity and chance 
are eliminated. The problem with methodological naturalism is that it arbitrarily 
prohibits an investigator from moving beyond undirected natural causes. 


According to philosopher Del Ratzsch: “If one restricts science to the natural, 
and assumes that science can in principle get to all truth, then one has implicitly 
assumed philosophical naturalism . .. Methodological naturalism is not quite the 


lamb it is sometimes pictured as being.”2 


Criteria based on natural law, testability, and methodological naturalism are 
not only questionable, but they can also be used to declare Darwinism 
unscientific. First, as we saw in Chapter Six, Darwinists claim that universal 
common ancestry is a fact whether or not we know the natural laws underlying 
descent with modification. Second, as we saw in Chapters Two and Four, 
universal common ancestry is not testable by the fossil or molecular evidence, 
and as stated in Chapter Five, the Darwinian origin of species may be untestable 
too. Third, as we saw above, methodological naturalism leads Darwinists to 
tolerate empirical anomalies that would sink most scientific theories. Since 
natural law, testability, and methodological naturalism are inadequate, some 
Darwinists try to rule out intelligent design on sociological and psychological 
grounds. 


Sociological and Psychological Criteria 


As we saw in Chapter Six, Darwinists often appeal to the “consensus” of 
scientific opinion, even though a scientific consensus is notoriously unreliable. 
One thing the history of science shows us is that the scientific consensus at any 
given time is almost certain to change. In fact, the growing number of scientists 
today who are skeptical of Darwinism shows that the current consensus is 
changing before our eyes. 


As illustrated in Chapter Nine, Darwinists also rely heavily on the fact that ID 
theorists seldom publish in peer-reviewed science publications. (Harvey 
Lodish’s claim that ID has “never” been peer reviewed is false.)42 Since most 
science publications are openly committed to promoting Darwinism, the current 
scarcity of peer-reviewed articles defending intelligent design is not surprising. 
Indeed, many scientific theories that are now widely accepted were initially 


rejected by most of their authors’ peers—including Darwinian evolution. 


So the sociological fact that a majority of the scientific community currently 
rejects intelligent design is not a reliable indicator of ID’s scientific status or 
future prospects. To bolster their rejection of ID, Darwinists bring in 
psychological criteria as well. These include questions of personal religious 
motivation, the alleged religious implications of intelligent design, and Judge 
Overton’s fourth criterion: tentativeness. 


First, Darwinists claim that ID theorists are motivated by religious 
commitments. But as a blanket statement this is manifestly untrue; otherwise, 
noted British atheist Antony Flew would not have become convinced in 2004 
that the evidence from nature points to design. On the other hand, many 
Darwinists are apparently motivated by a personal commitment to atheism. 
Richard Lewontin insists “we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door”; Barbara 


Forrest opposes efforts “to explain the world in supernatural terms.” If personal 
religious motivations are used to test the scientific status of a hypothesis, 


Darwinism itself fails the test.t4 


Second, Darwinists complain that intelligent design is not scientific because it 
has religious implications. It is true that most (though not all) ID theorists 
believe that the designer of the cosmos and living things is the God of the Bible, 
but they also acknowledge that this belief goes beyond the evidence of design in 
nature. On the other hand, many Darwinists believe that their hypothesis 
excludes God. Tufts University philosopher Daniel C. Dennett calls Darwinism a 
“universal acid” that “eats through just about every traditional concept”— 
especially the concept of God. Richard Dawkins has famously written that 
“Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist.” Cornell 
University evolutionary biologist William B. Provine calls Darwinism “the 
greatest engine of atheism ever invented,” since it shows that “no gods worth 
having exist.” Obviously, for many people Darwinism has implications for 
religious belief, so by this criterion Darwinism is no more scientific than ID 


unless “science” is arbitrarily equated with materialistic philosophy.14 


Finally, some Darwinists claim that ID is not scientific because its advocates 
hold to it dogmatically rather than tentatively. As we have seen, though, many 
people hold to Darwinism dogmatically in the face of anomalous evidence from 
the fossil record, embryology, and molecular analyses. In any case, personal 
dogmatism is irrelevant to determining the empirical justification for a theory. 
As Laudan puts it, when “several experiments turn out contrary to the 
predictions of a certain theory, we do not care whether the scientist who invented 


the theory is prepared to change his mind.”/2 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Debating Design: From Darwin to DNA, edited by William A. Dembski 
and Michael Ruse; Cambridge University Press, 2004. 


In 1938, German physicist Carl F. von Weizsdcher gave a talk in which he 
referred to the relatively new idea of the Big Bang. Renowned physical chemist 
Walther Nernst, who was in the audience, became very angry. Weizsacher later 
wrote: “He said the view that there might be an age of the universe was not 
science. At first I did not understand him. He explained that the infinite duration 
of time was a basic element of all scientific thought, and to deny this would 
mean to betray the very foundations of science. I was quite surprised by this idea 
and I ventured the objection that it was scientific to form hypotheses according 
to the hints given by experience, and that the idea of an age of the universe was 
such a hypothesis. He retorted that we could not form a scientific hypothesis 
which contradicted the very foundations of science.” Weizsacher concluded that 
Nernst’s reaction revealed “a deeply irrational” conviction that “the world had 


taken the place of God, and it was blasphemy to deny it God’s attributes.”/4 


So Nernst wrongly—and dogmatically—considered the Big Bang unscientific 
on the basis of his own personal beliefs. Like natural law, verifiability, 
falsifiability, and methodological naturalism, psychological criteria cannot 
adequately describe the scientific enterprise. As Laudan wrote after the Arkansas 
decision: “There is no demarcation line between science and non-science, or 
between science and pseudoscience, which would win assent from a majority of 
philosophers. Nor is there one which should win acceptance from philosophers 


or anyone else.”!2 


The Science of Intelligent Design 


Criteria for demarcating science from non-science fail to resolve the controversy 
between Darwinism and intelligent design, not only because the criteria 
themselves are flawed but also because intelligent design fulfills many of them 
at least as well as Darwinism does. 


Consider testability. Despite problems with specific criteria such as 
verifiability and falsifiability, everyone agrees that scientific hypotheses should 
somehow be tested against evidence from the natural world. According to design 
theorists, we can determine from empirical evidence whether some features of 
the natural world are better explained by an intelligent cause than by unguided 
natural processes. This is not natural theology, since it does not purport to prove 
the existence and attributes of God. It does not claim that all features of the 
natural world are designed (though it does not rule out that possibility, either). It 
does not begin with, or claim to defend, the Bible or any religious doctrine. It is 
merely a statement that we can infer intelligent design from its effects. 


According to ID theorists, those effects in living things include irreducible 
complexity (Behe) and complex specified biological information (Meyer). The 
hypothesis of irreducible complexity can be tested: if a single system composed 
of several well-matched interacting parts continues to function when any one of 
the parts is removed, then that system is not irreducibly complex. Evolutionary 
biologists Jerry A. Coyne, Russell F. Doolittle, and Kenneth R. Miller all claim 
to have provided evidence that disproves Behe’s hypothesis in specific cases. If 
irreducible complexity were unscientific because it is untestable, how could 
Coyne, Doolittle, and Miller all claim to have tested it and shown it to be false? 
A hypothesis cannot be both untestable and tested. 





From Seinfeld: Kramer has an altercation with a monkey at 
the zoo 


Kramer: So, so what do you want me to do? 


Mr. Pless (zoo official): Well, frankly, we’d like you to apologize. 


Kramer: Yeah, well, he started it. 


Mr. Pless: Mr. Kramer, he is an innocent primate. 


Kramer: So am I. What about my feelings? Don’t my feelings count for 
anything? Oh, only the poor monkey’s important. Everything has to be 
done for the monkey! 


The same can be said for Meyer’s hypothesis that biological information 
cannot be produced by unguided natural processes. Miller claims that evidence 
supporting the “RNA world” scenario for the origin of life disproves Meyer’s 
hypothesis. Meyer disagrees, but the mere fact that Miller bases his claim on 
evidence shows that Meyer’s hypothesis is testable. 


In cases such as these, Darwinists often complain that intelligent design 
consists of nothing more than criticisms of Darwinism. To be sure, part of the 
process of inferring design involves eliminating explanations based on natural 
law and chance, as we saw above. Since Darwinists claim that their explanations 
disprove intelligent design, it is reasonable for ID theorists to rebut them. But ID 
theorists do much more than argue against the alleged power of natural selection 
and random variations; they also argue that the features in question have 
characteristics that we normally attribute to design. Since irreducible complexity 
is normally caused by an intelligent agent that assembles parts with a future 
function in mind, and since the only known cause of complex specified 
information is intelligence, a design inference is warranted in these cases. 


Future research may or may not corroborate ID, but there can be no doubt that 
ID and Darwinism are looking at the same evidence and giving different answers 
to the same questions. Darwinists attempt to insulate their answers from 
criticism by declaring ID unscientific, but their attempt collapses into a 
contradiction: ID isn’t science because it isn’t testable, and, besides, it has been 
tested and proven false. 


But Is It True? 


Clearly, definitions of “science” that depend on natural law, testability, 
motivations, implications, or tentativeness cannot discriminate between 
Darwinism and intelligent design. The only definition of “science” that would 
include Darwinism and exclude intelligent design would be that “science” allows 
only natural explanations. But unless this exclusion is accompanied by an 
acknowledgment that some objective phenomena might not have natural 
explanations, then it is simply materialistic philosophy. It is not based on 
evidence; indeed, it has no need for evidence— except perhaps as window 
dressing. The only other way Darwinism can trump ID is by relying on a 
“scientific consensus.” But no reasonable person thinks that science is just the 
majority opinion of those who call themselves scientists at any given time. If it 
were, scientists would still believe that the sun goes around the Earth. 


Plantinga asks whether Darwinists “really mean to suggest that the dispute can 
be settled just by looking up the term ‘science’ in the dictionary? If so, they 
should think again.” It is “hard to see how anything like a reasonably serious 
dispute about what is and isn’t science could be settled just by appealing to a 
definition. One thinks this would work only if the original query were really a 
verbal question—a question like... whether there are any married bachelors.” 
Plantinga concludes: “The real question, I think, lies in a quite different 


direction.”1& 


Highly irrelevant 


“There are two distinct issues: What makes a belief well founded (or 
heuristically fertile)? And what makes a belief scientific? ... Our focus 
should be squarely on the empirical and conceptual credentials for claims 


about the world. The ‘scientific’ status of those claims is altogether 
irrelevant.” 


—Philosopher of science Larry Laudan, 1983 


The real question is whether we have good evidence-based reasons to think a 
hypothesis is true. Laudan distinguishes between “What makes a belief well 
founded (or heuristically fertile)? And what makes a belief scientific?” He 
concludes that our focus “should be squarely on the empirical and conceptual 
credentials for claims about the world. The ‘scientific’ status of those claims is 
altogether irrelevant.” According to Laudan, debating the scientific status of a 
hypothesis merely diverts attention away from whether the evidence provides 
stronger support for Darwinian evolution than for its competitors. “Once that 
question is settled, we will know what belongs in the classroom and what does 


not.”1Z 


Chapter Thirteen 


RRR BRERS 


TO TEACH, OR NOT TO TEACH 


Despite the alarmist rhetoric of some Darwinists, there are no organized efforts 
in the United States—not even by biblical creationists—to ban Darwinism from 
public school science classrooms. As we have seen, there are serious problems 
with the evidence for Darwinism, and a significant number of scientists 
acknowledge this fact. Should biology teachers be permitted, encouraged, or 
even required to inform students of those problems? 


A separate question is: should teachers be permitted, encouraged, or required 
to include intelligent design in biology classes as a possible alternative to 
Darwinism? Although some Darwinists claim that teaching the scientific 
controversy over Darwinism is the same as teaching intelligent design, it clearly 
is not. 


Guess what? 


1 Teaching students the evidence for and against Darwinism is not the same 
as teaching intelligent design. 


1 The U.S. Congress has officially endorsed teaching students “the full 
range of scientific views” about Darwinian evolution. 


1 When Ohio adopted science standards recommending a critical analysis 
of evolution, the Darwinists waged a relentless campaign until the critical 
analysis was dropped. They are now trying to do the same in Kansas. 


A Tale of Two Teachers 


About an hour and a half north of Seattle lies Burlington, Washington. In May 
1998, the local newspaper carried a front-page story titled “Teacher’s approach 
reignites debate on evolution.” For several years, biology teacher Roger DeHart 
had been teaching students the required curriculum about evolution, but he had 
also been mentioning intelligent design. Asked about the practice, DeHart said, 
“T’m just saying, ‘Here’s another way of interpreting the issue, so that you 
understand the issues well enough to know both sides.’ My personal opinion 
should stay out of this.” Some of DeHart’s former students confirmed that “he 


was fair to both sides and offered no personal opinions.” 


DeHart had the support of his school administrators and local school board, 
but the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) claimed that his practice 
amounted to religious proselytizing that “violates both state and federal laws.” 
The school district caved in to pressure from the ACLU, the National Center for 
Science Education (NCSE), and local atheists. DeHart was ordered to stop 
mentioning intelligent design, though he was told in 2001 that he could request 
approval to use supplementary materials critical of some of the evidence for 
Darwinian evolution. 





Congress weighs in 


“The Conferees recognize that a quality science education should prepare 
students to distinguish the data and testable theories of science from 
religious or philosophical claims that are made in the name of science. 
Where topics are taught that may generate controversy (such as biological 
evolution), the curriculum should help students to understand the full range 
of scientific views that exist, why such topics may generate controversy, 
and how scientific discoveries can profoundly affect society.” 


Conference Report, No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 


When DeHart submitted such materials, however—from mainstream science 
publications such as American Biology Teacher, Natural History, The Scientist, 
and Nature—he was denied permission to use or even mention them. He was 
reassigned to a different subject, and his biology class was assigned to a physical 
education instructor right out of teacher training. In 2002, DeHart left his career 
as a public high school teacher and moved with his wife and children to another 


state.2 


In the meantime, another public high school biology teacher in University 


Place, Washington—about an hour southwest of Seattle—was having a very 
different experience. To prepare his students to be “competent jurors” on 
Darwinism, Doug Cowan taught them “more than they need[ed] to know about 
evolution.” Specifically, Cowan taught everything in the required curriculum on 
Darwinian evolution—including the reputable evidence for it—but he also 
informed his students that “some current biology textbooks contain widely 
discredited evidence” for Darwinism, at which point, he said, “the last of the 
sleepy looks in the classroom usually vanishes.” 


Cowan did not include intelligent design in his lessons, though he retained 
“the right to mention the viewpoint of design theory if asked by curious students 
if there are other explanations out there in the world of scientific thinking.” His 
principal and district superintendent backed him, on the condition that he remain 
neutral in his presentation. As a testimony to his neutrality, Cowan says that 


“after my presentations, many kids will ask me what I believe, since they cannot 


tell what my position is.” 


Cowan, unlike DeHart, still has his job. One reason, no doubt, is that in 2001 
the U.S. Congress endorsed teaching of the controversy over Darwinism. 


Teaching the Controversy 


As Congress was debating the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Republican 
senator Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania proposed a “Sense of the Senate” 
amendment that subsequently became part of the joint House-Senate Conference 
Report accompanying the final bill. “The Conferees recognize,” stated the 
report, “that a quality science education should prepare students to distinguish 
the data and testable theories of science from religious or philosophical claims 
that are made in the name of science. Where topics are taught that may generate 
controversy (such as biological evolution), the curriculum should help students 
to understand the full range of scientific views that exist, why such topics may 
generate controversy, and how scientific discoveries can profoundly affect 


society.”4 


Darwinists claim that the Santorum amendment is irrelevant because it was 
not part of the actual legislation. To counter this misinformation, Republican 
congressman John A. Boehner of Ohio, Republican senator Judd Gregg of New 
Hampshire, and Santorum wrote in 2003: 


This statement was included in HR 107-334, which was approved by both 
houses of Congress in December 2001. It therefore represents the official 
view not only of the Conference Committee but of the United States 
Congress as a whole about how science instruction should proceed under 
the No Child Left Behind Act.... Report language provides official guidance 
from Congress on how statutory language should be enforced by other 
government agencies, and the Santorum language should be understood in 
this light... [It] made explicit Congress’s rejection of the idea that students 
only need to learn about the dominant scientific view of controversial 
topics. The Santorum language clarifies that public school students are 
entitled to learn that there are differing scientific views on issues such as 
biological evolution.2 


Many Darwinists refuse to acknowledge that there are “differing scientific 
views” on biological evolution. In 2000, Eugenie C. Scott claimed that 
“evidence against evolution is just a euphemism for creation science.” In 2003, 
Scott and Glenn Branch (both officials of the NCSE—the same organization that 
helped to destroy DeHart’s public school teaching career) wrote in the journal 
Trends in Ecology and Evolution that “students are unlikely to be able to 
understand both sides of the controversy,” and “although ‘teaching the 


controversy’ sounds fair, it is unfair to pretend to students that a controversy 


exists in science where none does.”® 


In the same journal in 2004, Stephen C. Meyer pointed out that Scott herself 
has acknowledged that there is “significant scientific debate” about the 
sufficiency of the neo-Darwinian mechanism of natural selection acting on 
random mutations, and that “many evolutionary biologists now disagree” over 
universal common descent. Meyer concluded: “Teaching students about 
scientific controversies is less a matter of fairness... than it is a matter of full 
scientific disclosure.” Scott and Branch replied that the controversies are much 
narrower than Meyer implied, and they concluded by questioning his 


“motivations, agenda, and methods.”2 


But Meyer’s alleged motivations are irrelevant. As we have seen in previous 
chapters, Darwinism has serious problems with the evidence, and some highly 
qualified scientists are skeptical of its exaggerated claims. Shouldn’t science 
students be permitted to learn about them? 


Of course, this is not the same as teaching intelligent design. If Darwinists are 
opposed to mentioning scientific problems with their view, you would think they 
would be even more opposed to mentioning intelligent design. Yet Darwinists 
have been discussing ID in public school science classes for years. 


Teach ID, but Do It Badly 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Darwinism, Design, and Public Education, edited by John Angus Campbell 
and Stephen C. Meyer; East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University Press, 
2003. 


Biology textbooks have been mentioning intelligent design since the late 1990s 
—but only to misrepresent and disparage it. In his 1998 Evolutionary Biology 
Douglas J. Futuyma wrote that biblical creationists “adopted the camouflage” of 
“teaching that the complexity of living things can be explained only by 
intelligent design.” The 2002 edition of Peter H. Raven and George B. Johnson’s 
Biology claimed that “the intelligent design argument” is “easily answered,” 
since “complex structures like eyes evolved as a progression of slight 
improvements.” The 2004 edition of Sylvia S. Mader’s Biology asked: “Should 
schools be required to teach an intelligent-design theory that traces its roots back 
to the Old Testament and is not supported by observation and experimentation?” 
So Raven and Johnson merely restated Darwin’s theory of evolution through 
slight improvements, while Futuyma and Mader misrepresented intelligent 


design as a disguised form of biblical creationism.2 


In his 2005 college textbook Evolution, Futuyma writes that intelligent design 
“is not testable...; it cannot be evaluated by the methods of science.” A few 
pages later, however, he argues that evidence of intermediate stages in what are 
supposedly irreducibly complex structures provide a “refutation of the intelligent 
design position.” He can’t have it both ways: intelligent design is either 


untestable, or it’s been tested and proven false.? 


Central Washington University biology professor Steven H. Verhey reported 
in the journal BioScience in 2005 that he assigned his students an “ID text in 
parallel with a critique of the book and a well-known defense of evolution.” 
Verhey measured his success at helping students “to arrive at mature views of 
the role of evolution in biology” by asking how far he was able to move them 
along a scale of beliefs from the “non-rationalist Christian literalist” end to the 


“rationalist atheistic evolutionist” end.12 


But why is a biology professor at a public university trying to convert students 
to atheism? And why did he use as his “ID text” my book Icons of Evolution: 
Why Much of What We Teach About Evolution Is Wrong, which criticizes 
distorted evidence for Darwinism (such as Haeckel’s embryo drawings) but is 
not about intelligent design at all? (The book mentions ID only in two sentences 
describing Roger DeHart’s ordeal.) Of course, it’s easier to convince students 
that ID is wrong when they aren’t assigned any materials that actually defend it. 


ra 


A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Law, Darwinism, and Public Education, by Francis J. Beckwith; Lanham, 
MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 2003. 


Clearly, Darwinists approve of mentioning intelligent design in science 
classes—as long as it is misrepresented and ID theorists are given no opportunity 
to respond. 


Kansas and Ohio 


In 1999, the Kansas State Board of Education revised its science standards. A 
pro-Darwin writing committee proposed a substantial increase in the space 
devoted to evolution and insisted that students “understand” that large-scale 
evolutionary changes are explained by natural selection and genetic changes. 
Several members of the board wanted to include some acknowledgement of the 
scientific controversy over macroevolution, but the pro-Darwin board members 
refused. The resulting compromise increased the space devoted to evolution, but 
it included only microevolution. Unfortunately, the board also deleted references 


to the Big Bang. 


Kansas Darwinists were furious, and they misinformed the news media that 
the board had eliminated evolution entirely. Some reports even claimed—falsely 
—that Kansas had prohibited the teaching of evolution or mandated the teaching 
of biblical creationism. Herbert Lin of the National Research Council wrote that 
American colleges and universities should declare “their refusal to count as an 
academic subject any high school biology course taught in Kansas,” and 
Scientific American editor John Rennie wrote: “Send a clear message to the 
parents in Kansas that this bad decision carries consequences for their children.” 


Unless Kansans surrendered, Darwinists threatened to hold their kids hostage.44 


In the next school board election, pro-Darwin candidates won a majority of 
seats on the Kansas board and revised the state standards in 2001 to include 
macroevolution—with no mention of the scientific controversy over it. Then 
Ohio entered the fray. 


In 2002, the Ohio State Board of Education debated whether to revise its 
science standards to include intelligent design as an alternative to Darwinian 
evolution. Darwinist Lynn Elfner of the Ohio Academy of Science predicted 


“there would be a major revolt” by Ohio scientists if ID were included. Board of 
Education member Martha Wise said “it’s a shrouded way of bringing religion 
into the schools.” Slate correspondent William Saletan wrote that “the Taliban 


has invaded Ohio” in the form of intelligent design advocates.12 


To hear from both sides of the controversy, the board decided to hold a public 
debate on March 11, 2002, between me and Stephen C. Meyer from the 
Discovery Institute on one side, and Case Western Reserve University physicist 
Lawrence M. Krauss and Brown University biologist Kenneth R. Miller on the 
other. In the debate, however, Meyer and I did not argue for mandating 
intelligent design in the state standards—though we both consider ID fully 
scientific. We proposed that students be taught the scientific evidence and 


arguments for and against Darwinism, and that Ohio should not enact standards 


that would prevent the discussion of other theories.14 


In December 2002, the Ohio State Board of Education adopted new science 
standards that included a benchmark stating: “Explain the historical and current 
scientific developments, mechanisms, and processes of biological evolution. 
Describe how scientists continue to investigate and critically analyze aspects of 
evolutionary theory. (The intent of this benchmark does not mandate the 


teaching or testing of intelligent design.)”® 


Darwinists in the news media portrayed this as biblical creationism. Toledo 
Blade associate editor Eileen Foley called those who voted for a critical analysis 
of evolution “know-nothing fanatics . . . intent on twisting science to 
accommodate their pet biblical phrases.” When the board voted in March 2004 
to adopt a model curriculum to implement the critical analysis, the Columbus 
Dispatch reported: “State OKs curriculum involving creationism,” and 
Cleveland Plain Dealer columnist Sam Fulwood called its supporters “knuckle- 
dragging creationists” who were waging a “state-by-state jihad against real 


science.” 1 


Despite the Darwinists’ campaign of disinformation and _ character 
assassination, the Ohio board stood its ground. In 2005, the center of the storm 


moved back to Kansas again. The Darwinists had lost their majority on the 
Kansas State Board of Education, which decided to take another look at the 
science standards. A writing committee proposed increasing the emphasis on 
Darwinism, but a significant minority of the committee wanted to include some 
critical analysis of it as well. 
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FIGURE 8. Ohio high school science teacher Bryan Leonard, who helped draft 
the model curriculum implementing Ohio’s critical analysis of evolution in 
2004, testifying before the Kansas State Board of Education in 2005. 


The Kansas board decided to hold public hearings, with each side given three 
days to present expert witnesses who would be cross-examined by attorneys 
from the other side. The Darwinists—who in 2002 had effectively lost the debate 
in Ohio—refused to cooperate. Liz Craig, of the militantly pro-Darwin Kansas 
Citizens for Science, wrote to her colleagues: “My strategy at this point is the 
same as it was in 1999: notify the national and local media about what’s going 
on and portray them in the harshest light possible, as political opportunists, 


evangelical activists, ignoramuses, breakers of rules, unprincipled bullies, etc,.722 


By April 2005, the Darwinists had organized a boycott of the proposed 
hearings. As Nature put it, “Biologists snub ‘kangaroo court’ for Darwin.” Alan 
I. Leshner, chief executive officer of the pro-Darwin American Association for 
the Advancement of Science (AAAS), wrote to the Kansas State Department of 
Education: “AAAS respectfully declines to participate in this hearing, out of 
concern that rather than contribute to education, it will most likely serve to 
confuse the public about the nature of the scientific enterprise. The fundamental 


structure of the hearing suggests that the theory of evolution may be debated.”28 


The hearing took place anyway, in May 2005. Twenty-three critics of 
Darwinism testified, including seventeen with doctoral degrees. Ten witnesses 
were university science professors, two were philosophy professors, and three 
were high school teachers. One of the high school teachers was Bryan Leonard, 
who had helped to draft the model curriculum for Ohio’s critical analysis of 


evolution in 2004 (Figure 8)./2 


Hail Darwin! 


“Teachers seeking to ‘teach the controversy’ over Darwinian evolution in 
today’s climate will likely be met with false warnings that it is 
unconstitutional to say anything negative about Darwinian evolution. 
Students who attempt to raise questions about Darwinism, or who try to 
elicit from the teacher an honest answer about the status of intelligent 
design theory will trigger administrators’ concerns about whether they 
stand in Constitutional jeopardy. A chilling effect on open inquiry is being 
felt in several states already, including Ohio, South Carolina, and 
Pennsylvania. [District Court] Judge Jones’s message is clear: give Darwin 
only praise, or else face the wrath of the judiciary.” 


Traipsing into Evolution: Intelligent Design and the Kitzmiller vs. Dover 
Decision, by David K. DeWolf, John G. West, Carey Luskin, and 
Jonathan Witt; Seattle, WA: Discovery Institute Press, 2006. 


A central issue in the hearings was the definition of science. In 2001, the pro- 
Darwin board had changed the definition of science to read: “Science is a human 
activity of systematically seeking natural explanations for what we observe in 


the world around us.” In 2005, the newly constituted board proposed to change 
this to read: “Science is a systematic method of continuing investigation that 
uses observation, hypothesis testing, measurement, experimentation, logical 
argument, and theory building to lead to more adequate explanations of natural 
phenomena.” The Darwinists objected that science must be limited to natural 
explanations—though as we saw in Chapter Twelve, in practice this usually 
amounts to materialistic philosophy. The Darwinists also claimed that the 
proposed change would be a “radical redefinition” of science—though a survey 
of science standards in other states revealed that only Kansas had defined 
science as the search for natural explanations. It was the Darwinists, not their 
critics, who had radically redefined science in 2001. The 2005 board was merely 
trying to bring Kansas back into line with established educational practice in 
other states.22 


Although Darwinists refused to testify at the hearing, Topeka attorney Pedro 
Irigonegaray announced that he would cross-examine the witnesses who testified 
in favor of a critical analysis of evolution. At the end of the proceedings, 
Irigonegaray gave a two-hour speech defending Darwin-only education and 
denouncing the Kansas State Board of Education. Breaking the procedural rules 
announced at the beginning of the hearing, Irigonegaray refused to be cross- 


examined.2+ 


On November 8, 2005, the board adopted science standards that included 
provisions for the critical analysis of evolution. True to form, the AAAS stated 
that “we are deeply disturbed by the vote... to mix science and faith in public 
school science classrooms,” claiming that it put “the children of Kansas” at 


“great risk.”24 


Meanwhile, back in Ohio, the Darwinists had not given up in their relentless 
efforts to eliminate the critical analysis of evolution from that state’s science 
curriculum. In February 2006, the Ohio State Board of Education finally caved 
in to the Darwinists and deleted it. The move was spearheaded by board member 
Martha Wise, who reportedly once claimed that God told her that critical 
analysis of evolution was wrong. On February 22, 2006, she wrote: “I believe in 
God the creator. I believe in freedom, I believe in America, and the state of 


Ohio, and the Republican Party, fiscal conservatism, fairness, and honesty. 
These values guided me last week to lead the Ohio Board of Education to 


remove creationism from our state’s Science Standards.”22 


So Ohio’s critical analysis, which specifically stated that it did not require the 
teaching of intelligent design, much less creationism, was removed largely 
through the efforts of a woman who claims she was guided by God to remove 
creationism from the science standards! For some strange reason, the separation- 
of-church-and-state lobby had no problem with this. Imagine the reaction if a 
board member had said that God guided her to support the critical analysis of 
evolution—or worse, intelligent design. A lawsuit would have followed as surely 
as night follows day. 


What had changed between 2002 and 2006 to make the Ohio State Board of 
Education cave in to Darwinist bullies? The single most important factor was a 
December 2005 decision by a federal judge in Pennsylvania. 


Traipsing into Evolution 


In November 2004, the Dover, Pennsylvania, school board adopted a policy 
requiring that a statement about evolution and intelligent design be read to public 
school biology students about to spend a week studying Darwinism. The 
statement read, in part: “Because Darwin’s Theory is a theory, it continues to be 
tested as new evidence is discovered. The Theory is not a fact. Gaps in the 
Theory exist for which there is no evidence. A theory is defined as a well-tested 
explanation that unifies a broad range of observations. Intelligent Design is an 
explanation for the origin of life that differs from Darwin’s view. The reference 
book Of Pandas and People is available for students who might be interested in 
gaining an understanding of what Intelligent Design actually involves. With 


respect to any theory, students are encouraged to keep an open mind.”~4 


Some major proponents of ID—in particular, the Discovery Institute—urged 
the board to rescind the policy. The Discovery Institute defends the right of 
teachers to discuss ID if they choose to do so, but it opposes requiring ID until it 
becomes better established in the scientific community.22 But the Dover School 
Board ignored the Discovery Institute’s advice. The American Civil Liberties 
Union (ACLU)—the same organization that defends the right of Nazis to march 
publicly in support of their racist and anti-Semitic policies—took the school 
district to court, claiming that a five-minute statement encouraging critical 
thinking is too much for students about to be subjected to a week of 
indoctrination in Darwinism. 


In the ensuing trial, Darwinists testified that intelligent design is not science 
because it is not testable. Besides, it has been tested and found to be false. 
Members of the Dover school board admitted that they were influenced by their 
religious beliefs, but the judge ignored testimony that several of the Darwinists 
were influenced by other religious beliefs, including atheism. Judge John E. 
Jones III was so impressed by the testimony and materials presented by the 


Darwinists that he apparently didn’t bother to read much of the material 
presented by their critics, and he came down squarely on the side of the ACLU. 





On the tube 


From Friends: Ross on evolution 


Ross: Okay, Pheebs. See how I’m making these little toys move? 
Opposable thumbs. Without evolution, how do you explain opposable 
thumbs? 


Phoebe: Maybe the overlords needed them to steer their spacecrafts. 


Ross: Please tell me you’re joking. 


Phoebe: What is this obsessive need you have to make everyone agree with 
you? No, what’s that all about? You know what I think? I think maybe it’s 
time you put Ross under the microscope. 


Ross: Is there blood coming out of my ears? 


Apparently not burdened with an excess of judicial restraint, Judge Jones 
wrote in his decision: “The Court is confident that no other tribunal in the United 
States is in a better position than we are to traipse into this controversial area.” 
He then concluded: “ID is not science and cannot be adjudged a valid, accepted 
scientific theory as it has failed to publish in peer-reviewed journals, engage in 
research and testing, and gain acceptance in the scientific community.” Judge 
Jones then issued a permanent injunction against the Dover School District, 
prohibiting it from requiring teachers to “denigrate or disparage the scientific 


theory of evolution,” and from requiring them to mention ID.2° 


The infamous Scopes Monkey Trial was thus reversed with a vengeance. In 
1925, the ACLU went to court to lift a prohibition against teaching Darwinism. 
Eighty years later, the ACLU persuaded a federal judge to prohibit teaching 
anything but Darwinism. Even though this prohibition has no legal force outside 
of central Pennsylvania, Ohio Darwinists prepared a handout titled “Direct Links 
between the Dover decision and Ohio’s Creationist Lesson.” With this, and 
Martha Wise’s guidance from God, the Ohio State Board of Education was 
intimidated into surrendering its critical analysis of evolution. Ohio teachers, like 
teachers in central Pennsylvania, will henceforth be required to teach 
Darwinism, the whole of Darwinism, and nothing but Darwinism. Whatever 
happened to the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 


Chapter Fourteen 


PORRBRECRERS, 


DARWINISM AND CONSERVATIVES 


On May 25, 2006, Democrat-turned-Republican mayor of New York City 
Michael R. Bloomberg addressed graduates of the Johns Hopkins University 
School of Medicine in Baltimore. “Today,” he said, “we are seeing hundreds of 
years of scientific discovery being challenged by people who simply disregard 
facts that don’t happen to agree with their agendas. Some call it ‘pseudoscience,’ 
others call it ‘faith-based science,’ but when you notice where this negligence 
tends to take place, you might as well call it ‘political science’.” Bloomberg 
continued: “It boggles the mind that nearly two centuries after Darwin, and 
eighty years after John Scopes was put on trial, this country is still debating the 
validity of evolution.” Then he falsely claimed that Kansas is “now proposing to 
teach ‘intelligent design’—which is really creationism by another name—in 


science classes.”4 


Although Bloomberg did not specifically mention conservatives, there was no 
doubt that he was targeting them. The next day, the New York Daily News 
reported: “Mayor Bloomberg lashed out at conservatives yesterday for ignoring 


science and common sense on issues like... evolution.2 


Guess what? 


7 Although Darwinism finds most of its support on the left end of the 
political spectrum, some conservatives defend it as a biological basis for 
their views. 


1A few people argue that Darwinism can serve as a foundation for 
morality, but historically it has been used to justify social evils such as 
eugenics and racism. 


1 Darwinian survival of the fittest presupposes a struggle for limited 
resources, inviting government regulation that hampers free market 
economies. 


Yet conservatives are far from unanimous in their opinions about Darwinism 
and intelligent design. Although most Darwinists are on the left end of the 
political spectrum and most intelligent design supporters are on the right, some 
conservatives are vocal opponents of ID. Some people even argue that 
Darwinism supports social and economic conservatism. 


Conservatives against ID 


On August 1, 2005, a newspaper reporter asked President George W. Bush for 
his “personal views” on “the growing debate over evolution versus intelligent 
design,” and whether he thought “both should be taught in public schools.” Bush 
replied that the decision should be left to local districts, but in his opinion “both 
sides ought to be properly taught... so people can understand what the debate is 


about.’ 


Darwinists were upset with the president’s reply, but so was conservative 
columnist John Derbyshire. “This is Bush at his muddle-headed worst,” he 
wrote, “conferring all the authority of the presidency on the teaching of 
pseudoscience in science classes.” Derbyshire concluded: “What, then, should 
we teach our kids in high-school science classes? The answer seems to me very 
obvious. We should teach them consensus science,” which means “we should 
teach them Darwinism, ... the essential foundation for all of modern biology.” 
We should also teach it “unskeptically, as settled fact,” since teaching it 


otherwise “will only confuse young minds.”4 


Reviewing events in Pennsylvania and Kansas a few months later, 
conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer deplored “a fight over evolution 
that is so anachronistic and retrograde as to be a national embarrassment.” 
Krauthammer called intelligent design “a fraud” and a “tarted-up version of 
creationism... whose only holding is that when there are gaps in some area of 
scientific knowledge—in this case, evolution—they are to be filled by God.” 
Then, like Bloomberg, he falsely accused the Kansas Board of Education of 


“forcing intelligent design into the statewide biology curriculum. 


Ordinarily, conservatives such as Derbyshire and Krauthammer know better 
than to swallow propaganda peddled by the leftist-dominated news media, but in 


this case they seem to have let their guard down. As we saw in Chapter Seven, 
far from being “the essential foundation for all of modern biology,” Darwinism 
largely claims credit for other scientists’ work. And Derbyshire’s insistence that 
Darwinism be taught “unskeptically, as a settled fact,” without analyzing the 
actual evidence for and against it, is equivalent to insisting that it be taught as 
dogmatic philosophy rather than empirical science. Krauthammer has even less 
excuse for his misrepresentations of intelligent design and the Kansas situation. 
Apparently, he never bothered to read (or refused to believe) anything written by 
the people he criticizes. 





The wit and wisdom of Hollywood 


“T believe in evolution and I think when it comes to business and the roots 
of business and the fundamentals of business, I don’t think that ever 
changes. I think the idea of change is an illusion, but in nature it’s necessary 
to change and perhaps business is a part of nature. I’m not totally sure.” 


—Elliott Gould 


Conservative columnist George Will also came out against intelligent design 
in November 2005. He criticized efforts by the Dover, Pennsylvania, school 
board “to insinuate religion, in the guise of ‘intelligent design’ theory, into high 
school biology classes”—because, Will claims, evolution is a fact. “Kansas’s 


Board of Education,” he wrote, “is controlled by the kind of conservatives who 
make conservatism repulsive to temperate people.” Will concluded: “Limited- 
government conservatives will dissociate from a Republican Party more 


congenial to overreaching social conservatives.”® 


So Will regards the controversy over Darwinism and intelligent design as an 
embarrassing distraction from what he considers a more important issue: 
controlling federal spending. This is not unreasonable, but Will’s ill-informed 
attacks on the way several states are struggling with Darwinist indoctrination in 
public school science classes don’t help his case. 


Darwinian Conservatism? 


Since Derbyshire, Krauthammer, and Will are unduly impressed by the 
propaganda favoring Darwinism, they want conservatives to stop resisting it. 
Northern Illinois University political science professor Larry Arnhart goes a step 
further by arguing that conservatives actually need Darwinism. 


In 2005, Arnhart wrote: “Many conservatives fear Darwinism as promoting an 
atheistic and materialistic view of human life that is morally corrupting. Such 
fears should be dispelled by seeing how Darwinism actually provides a scientific 
understanding of the natural roots of morality and religion.... Instead of fearing 
science as the enemy of liberty, Darwinian conservatives can learn from science 


how liberty is founded in the nature of the human animal. That’s why 


conservatives need Charles Darwin.”2 


Of course, many conservatives would respond that they don’t fear science— 
far from it—but that they are skeptical of Darwinism’s scientific pretensions. 
Since science is a good thing, and Arnhart equates science with Darwinism, it is 
not surprising that he wants to show how “modern Darwinian science helps us to 
explain” how human nature “was formed as a product of natural evolution.”® In 
order to do this, Arnhart relies on one of Darwinism’s newer offshoots: 


sociobiology. 


Immoral? No. Just no morals. 


“Darwinian political theorists themselves cling tenaciously to moral 
aspirations—for nobility and universal justice—that cannot be adequately 
defended on the basis of their evolutionary naturalism.” Indeed, Larry 


Arnhart’s “Darwinian political theory . . . provides the basis for no useful 
moral teaching at all.” 


—Political scientist Carson Holloway, 2006 


The most noted name in sociobiology is Harvard’s Edward O. Wilson (who 
claims the word “Darwinism” was invented by creationists to discredit, well, 
Darwinism). Wilson defines altruism biologically as increasing another 
organism’s ability to pass on genes at the expense of one’s own, and he calls it 
the “culminating mystery of all biology.”2 It is a mystery because Darwinian 
evolution favors individuals who out-compete others to leave more offspring, so 
it is difficult or impossible for Darwinism to explain the existence of individuals 
who deliberately sacrifice for the sake of strangers. Yet if Darwinism cannot 
adequately explain altruism, how can it provide a foundation for morality and 
ethics? 


Sociobiology suffers from other serious problems as well. Except for some 
rare pathological conditions, it has been impossible to tie human behavior to 
specific genes. (The “gay gene” that was much hyped a few years ago turned out 
to be a mirage.) If human behavior cannot be reduced to genetics, then according 
to neo-Darwinism it cannot be biologically inherited; if it cannot be biologically 
inherited, then it cannot evolve in a Darwinian sense. Still another problem with 
sociobiology is that it has been invoked to explain just about every human 
behavior from selfishness to self-sacrifice, from promiscuity to celibacy. A 
theory that explains something and its opposite equally well explains nothing. 


It’s no wonder that sociobiology and its latest manifestation, “evolutionary 
psychology” (called “evo-psycho” by some wags), are held in low regard even 
by some evolutionary biologists. Stephen Jay Gould once called sociobiology a 
collection of “just-so stories” in which “virtuosity in invention replaces 
testability as the criterion for acceptance.” And in 2000 evolutionary biologist 


Jerry A. Coyne compared it to discredited Freudian psychology: “By judicious 
manipulation, every possible observation of human behavior could be (and was) 
fitted into the Freudian framework. The same trick is now being perpetrated by 
the evolutionary psychologists. They, too, deal in their own dogmas, and not in 


propositions of science.” 12 


Attempts to explain human behavior and values in Darwinian terms have been 
criticized not only by evolutionary biologists, but also by historians and political 
scientists. According to Oregon State University historian of science Paul L. 
Farber, biology “has been singularly unsuccessful in solving social problems or 
providing moral guidance,” and efforts to base human values on evolutionary 
theory have “a dismal track record.” University of Nebraska political science 
professor Carson Holloway contends: “Darwinian political theorists themselves 
cling tenaciously to moral aspirations—for nobility and universal justice—that 
cannot be adequately defended on the basis of their evolutionary naturalism.” 
Holloway concludes that Arnhart’s “Darwinian political theory... provides the 


basis for no useful moral teaching at all.” 4 


Darwinism and Social Values 


Far from providing support for traditional social values, Darwinism has 
repeatedly been used to subvert them. From a Darwinian perspective human 
beings are nothing more than highly evolved animals, so the same principles that 
breeders use with livestock should be applied to us. Thus Darwin wrote in The 
Descent of Man: “With savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated; 
and those that survive commonly exhibit a vigorous state of health. We civilized 
men, on the other hand, do our utmost to check the process of elimination; we 
build asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick;... Thus the weak 
members of civilized societies propagate their kind. No one who has attended to 
the breeding of domestic animals will doubt that this must be highly injurious to 


the race of man.”!4 


This justified eugenics—the use of forced sterilization and infanticide to 
eliminate people deemed unfit by the cultural elite. Many early twentieth- 
century eugenicists in the U.S., Britain, and Germany explicitly based their 
deplorable policies on Darwinism. 


One of the earliest and most prominent eugenicists was Ernst Haeckel, who 
used fake embryo drawings to illustrate what Darwin thought was “by far the 
strongest single class of facts” in favor of his theory. Haeckel also justified 
abortion on the grounds that human embryos before birth are merely lower forms 
of animals. A 1965 letter to the New York Times cited Haeckel’s work to justify 


abortion. So did a 1981 letter from a prominent abortionist to the U.S. Senate. 


Darwinism also underwrote racism. Although racism predated Darwinism and 
many Darwinists oppose it, Darwin clearly regarded white Europeans as more 
highly evolved than other races. He predicted in The Descent of Man that at 
some future time “the civilized races of man will almost certainly exterminate, 


and replace, the savage races throughout the world.” Since the higher apes will 
probably also be exterminated, “the break between man and his nearest allies 
will then be wider” because it will be between Caucasians and baboons “instead 
of as now between the Negro or Australian and the gorilla.” Haeckel obligingly 
illustrated this point with a drawing in one of his books of an African man sitting 
in a tree with a chimpanzee, gorilla, and orangutan.4 


In the first decade of the twentieth century, anthropologist Madison Grant was 
both head of the New York Zoological Society and a prominent eugenicist and 
racist. In 1906, he put a young Congolese pygmy named Ota Benga in the 
monkey house at the Bronx Zoo, alongside an orangutan, and exhibited him as 
an evolutionary missing link between apes and humans. He was freed only after 
some African American Baptist clergymen protested against the exhibit for 


promoting racism and Darwinism. Tragically, Benga later committed suicide 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


From Darwin to Hitler, by Richard Weikart; New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2004. 


So Darwinism’s impact on traditional social values has not been as benign as 
its advocates would like us to believe. Despite the efforts of its modern 
defenders to distance themselves from its baleful social consequences, 
Darwinism’s connection with eugenics, abortion, and racism is a matter of 


historical record. And the record is not pretty. 


It’s the Economy, Stupid! 


Some people argue that conservatives should embrace Darwinism because it 
justifies laissez-faire economics. According to this argument, Darwinism is good 
because it provides a biological basis for the competition necessary to free- 
market capitalism, and intelligent design is bad because it fosters a top-down 
regulation harmful to a free economy. 


Darwin based his theory, in part, on Thomas Malthus’s idea that populations 
increase faster than the resources that they need for survival. “A struggle for 
existence inevitably follows,” wrote Darwin, resulting in what he called natural 
selection and what Herbert Spencer called survival of the fittest. Like Spencer, 
Darwin and his “bulldog” Thomas Henry Huxley used these ideas to defend 
laissez-faire economics. So did American sociologist William Graham 


Sumner.22 


Darwinism and Hitler 


“Darwinism by itself did not produce the Holocaust, but without 
Darwinism... neither Hitler nor his Nazi followers would have had the 
necessary scientific underpinnings to convince themselves and their 
collaborators that one of the world’s greatest atrocities was really morally 
praiseworthy.” 


—Historian Richard Weikart 


In 1944, historian Richard Hofstadter claimed that similar thinking motivated 
America’s great business leaders. According to Hofstadter, John D. Rockefeller 
once said that “the growth of a large business is merely a survival of the fittest.” 
In 1959, however, historian Irvin Wyllie showed that many of Hofstadter’s 
claims were wrong. It was not successful businessmen but “scientists, social 
scientists, philosophers, clergymen, editors, and other educationally advantaged 
persons” who tended to be Darwinists. Most businessmen relied on the Bible, 
not The Origin of Species. The words Hofstadter put into the mouth of Bible- 


reading John D. Rockefeller had actually come from the industrialist’s 


university-trained son.“ 


As political scientist John G. West has pointed out, nineteenth-century 
American businessmen and economists did praise free enterprise, competition, 
and laissez-faire capitalism. But they got their ideas from classical economists 
such as Adam Smith, not from Darwin. The same is true of most modern 
economists who have championed free enterprise. Ludwig von Mises argued that 
economic success depends on competition, but also on “mutual aid” and “social 
collaboration”—not a Darwinian struggle for existence. Friedrich A. von Hayek 
maintained that “complex and orderly” economic structures “might grow up 
which owed little or nothing to design” but “arose from the separate actions of 
many men who did not know what they were doing.” Although he called this 
“the emergence of order as the result of adaptive evolution,” Hayek emphasized 
that he was not talking about Darwinism. He wrote that concepts such as 


“natural selection,” “struggle for existence,” and “survival of the fittest” are “not 


really appropriate” in the social sciences.12 


The Heart of the Matter 


According to technology analyst George Gilder, the reason free enterprise works 
and excessive government control fails is that true wealth comes from human 
creativity and invention. “Because creativity is unpredictable,” he wrote in 1981, 
“it is also uncontrollable. If the politicians want to have central planning and 
command, they cannot have dynamism and life. A managed economy is almost 
by definition a barren one, which can progress only by borrowing or stealing 


from abroad.”12 


Darwinism leads to managed economies, Gilder maintains, because it is a 
“zero-sum game.” From a Darwinian perspective, limited resources inevitably 
provoke a struggle for existence that invites government regulation. But 
resources are not limited in the sense Darwinism assumes they are. Instead, they 
increase with new technological advances, technological advances come from 
human creativity, and creativity thrives in a free economy. 


According to Gilder, Darwinism obstructs economic progress not only by 
encouraging government controls that inhibit creativity, but also by obscuring 
the very source of creativity. “The logic of creativity is ‘leap before you look’,” 
wrote Gilder in 1981. “Creative thought requires an act of faith. The believer 
must trust his intuition, the spontaneous creations of his mind, enough to pursue 
them laboriously to the point of experiment and knowledge... It is love and faith 
that infuse ideas with life and fire. All creative thought is thus in a sense 
religious, initially a product of faith and belief.... God is the foundation of all 
living knowledge; and the human mind, to the extent it can know anything 


beyond its own meager reach, partakes of the mind of God.”22 


In response to a Wired magazine article defending Darwinism in 2004, Gilder 
wrote: “I believe that the notion that the intricate biological structures of the 


world bubbled up from a prebiotic brew and that ideas are an after-effect of a 
meaningless random material flux is the most sterile and stultifying notion in the 
history of human thought. It inspired all the reductionist futilities of the 
twentieth century, from the obtuse materialism of Marx to the pagan worship of 
a static material environment, from the Freudian view of the brain as a 
thermodynamic machine to the zero-sum Malthusian panic over population, 
treating people more as mouths than as minds.” Gilder concluded that 
Darwinism is “a retrograde retreat to nineteenth-century materialist superstitions, 
which delude our students that they are learning the facts of science when 
instead they are imbibing the consolations of a faith-driven materialist myth. In 


their schools and lives, they deserve some intelligent design.”24 


By “intelligent design,” Gilder obviously did not mean a designed economy. 
According to an essay posted on the Ludwig von Mises Institute blog in 2004, 
“the core of the argument against intelligent design is that it deserves no 
credibility because it is neither proven nor provable. However, that argument has 
an important social parallel. Is it provable that the government, whose only 
superiority is in the use of coercion, advances Americans’ ‘general welfare’ by 
its intrusion in every area of life? If not, should we believe in relying on it to 
make ever more of our choices for us?” The author, Gary Galles, called 
unwarranted government intrusion “intelligent government design” and argued 


that “we should surely not teach such unproven ideas in our schools.”22 


This is not what ID theorists mean by “intelligent design.” And this is not 
what George Gilder means by it either. Intelligent design simply means that 
features of the world that appear to be designed may actually be designed. It is 
Darwinism, not ID, that encourages the sort of government interference that 
conservatives abhor. It is ID, not Darwinism, that encourages openness to what 
Gilder calls the true source of creativity and wealth, because if design is real 
then there must be a designer. 


Chapter Fifteen 


VOREBCER BRO GCSE 


DARWINISM’S WAR ON TRADITIONAL CHRISTIANITY 


On October 21, 2005, Cornell University interim president Hunter R. Rawlings 
III delivered the annual State of the University address to trustees and faculty. 
He tackled an “urgent” matter “of great significance to Cornell and to the 
country as a whole, a matter with fundamental educational, intellectual, and 
political implications”—namely, “the challenge to science posed by religiously 
based opposition to evolution, described, in its current form, as ‘intelligent 


design.’”+ 


Rawlings began by quoting the Discovery Institute: “The scientific theory of 
intelligent design holds that certain features of the universe and of living things 
are best explained by an intelligent cause, not an undirected process such as 
natural selection. Note: Intelligent design theory does not claim .. . that the 
intelligent cause must be a ‘divine being’ or a ‘higher power’ or an ‘all-powerful 
force.’ ” 


Guess what? 


7 The three major branches of the Christian tradition share the conviction 
that human beings were made by design—a conviction Darwinism denies. 


1 Darwinist university professors claim that Christianity should be in 
cultural zoos and that the pope is “a corpse in a funny hat wearing a dress.” 


Taxpayers’ money is now being used to promote religious denominations 
that approve of Darwinism. 


Rawlings went on to argue (despite the disclaimer he had just quoted) that ID 
“js, at its core, a religious belief.” In contrast to ID, Rawlings said, “evolutionary 
theory says nothing about the existence or non-existence of God.” As an 
example of how best to respond to ID’s “assault on science and reason” he cited 
the 1896 magnum opus of Cornell’s co-founder, Andrew Dickson White. 
White’s History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christendom 
claimed that after centuries of Christian opposition to science people were 
finally witnessing “the last expiring convulsions of the old theologic theory” as 


Darwinism swept away “outworn creeds and noxious dogmas.” 


Yet historians have known for decades that White’s “warfare metaphor” is 
seriously misleading. Before Darwin, science and theology in Christendom 
generally got along quite well. Indeed, most of the time they were mutually 
supportive. Serious conflict erupted only after 1859, and then only because 


Darwinism declared war on traditional Christianity.2 


The Christian Tradition 


As of 2005, Christianity had far more adherents than any other religion in the 
world. About 33 percent of the world’s six and a half billion people identify 
themselves as Christians, and half of those are Roman Catholics. About 21 
percent of the world identify themselves as Muslims, 12 percent as non- 
religious, 14 percent as Hindus. Buddhists are 6 percent, Jews .23 percent, other 


religions 12.6 percent, and atheists 2 percent.4 


Traditional Christianity is not the same as young-Earth creationism. The three 
major branches of Christianity—Roman Catholicism, Eastern Orthodoxy, and 
Protestantism—hold some basic affirmations in common, but belief in a literal 
six-day creation and 6,000-year-old Earth is not one of them. 


Christians are traditionally united not only by the Old and New Testaments, 
but also by the creedal affirmations that (1) there is “one God the Father 
Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things visible and invisible,” (2) 
for our salvation God became incarnate in Jesus Christ, who is “truly God and 
truly man,” with a human nature consisting of a soul and body “like us in all 
respects except for sin,” and (3) God speaks to us through the Holy Spirit, the 


“giver of life.”2 


For eighteen centuries, Christian theologians understood these central 
doctrines to mean that (1) God created everything from nothing, (2) God planned 
the incarnation—and thus human beings—from the beginning, and (3) God 
continues to interact with the creation. 


In the fourth century A.D. Athanasius emphasized that everything that exists 
is preceded by “its pattern in God,” who “fashioned the race of men” in “His 


own image.” Christ’s body, which “is of no different sort from ours,” was thus 
made according to God’s eternal plan. In the fifth century, Augustine wrote: 
“The Wisdom of God, by which all things have been made, contains everything 
according to design before it is made.” In particular, God ordained the form of 


human beings “before the ages.”® 


In the seventh century, Maximus the Confessor (regarded as a leading 
theologian by Eastern Orthodoxy) wrote that God’s original purpose for creating 
the universe was to make human beings microcosms that unite the mental, 
spiritual, and physical aspects of creation with each other and with Him. In the 
thirteenth century, Thomas Aquinas (the leading theologian of Roman 
Catholicism) wrote that created beings are preceded by “ideas in the divine 
mind” just as “the likeness of a house pre-exists in the mind of the builder.” In 
particular, the human soul is “made to the image of God,” and “God fashioned 
the human body” in order to “make it suitably proportioned to the soul.”2 


During the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century, Martin Luther 
emphasized that “the creation is not fortuitous but the exclusive work of divine 
foresight.” Above all, man and woman were “created by the special plan and 
providence of God.” According to John Calvin, the “most excellent example” of 
all God’s works is humankind. The “chief seat” of God’s image is in the human 
mind and heart, though some “scintillations” shine in every part, including the 


body.2 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


Total Truth: Liberating Christianity from Its Cultural Captivity, by Nancy 
Pearcey; Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 2004. 


So in traditional Christian doctrine, the world was created and designed by 
God, and human beings were planned from the beginning. A great many of the 
world’s people believe that these statements are true. For our present purpose, 
though, what matters is not whether they are true, but what Darwinism has to say 
about them. 


Darwinism vs. Christianity 


Charles Darwin acknowledged “the extreme difficulty or rather impossibility of 
conceiving this immense and wonderful universe” as “the result of blind chance 
or necessity,” and he wrote that life had “been originally breathed by the Creator 
into a few forms or into one.” According to Darwin, however, all living things 
after the first have descended with modification from a common ancestor by 
natural selection acting on small variations. But “natural selection means only 
the preservation of variations which independently arise,” while “no shadow of 
reason can be assigned for the belief that variations . . . were intentionally and 


specially guided.”2 


Darwin concluded: “There seems to be no more design in the variability of 
organic beings, and in the action of natural selection, than in the course which 
the winds blow.” Although “I cannot look at the universe as the result of blind 
chance,” he wrote, “yet I can see no evidence of beneficent design, or indeed of 


design of any kind, in the details.”12 


So in Darwin’s thinking a deity may have designed the universe and its laws, 
but human beings are unplanned and undesigned. In his influential book The 
Meaning of Evolution, Darwinian paleontologist George Gaylord Simpson 
wrote: “Man is the result of a purposeless and natural process that did not have 
him in mind. He was not planned.” In 1970, molecular biologist Jacques Monod 
said that because “the mechanism of Darwinism is at last securely founded . . . 
man has to understand that he is a mere accident.” And in 1977 Stephen Jay 
Gould wrote in Ever Since Darwin: “Biology took away our status as paragons 


created in the image of God.” 


Many Darwinists are virulently anti-Christian. Richard Dawkins once said 
religion “is one of the world’s great evils, comparable to the smallpox virus but 


harder to eradicate,’ and Daniel C. Dennett thinks Christianity should be 
“preserved in cultural zoos.” A common sight in American college towns is cars 
displaying Darwin fish—deliberate mockeries of the traditional symbol of 
Christianity, with feet underneath and “Darwin” inside. One variant has a 
Darwin fish raping a Christian fish.14 


Anti-Christian zealots are often in the forefront of attacks on intelligent 
design. In 2005, the chairman of the University of Kansas Religious Studies 
Department, atheist Paul Mirecki, proposed to teach a course titled “Intelligent 
Design Creationism and Other Mythologies.” Mirecki boasted on a web site that 
“fundies” would see the course as a “slap in their big fat face.” He also endorsed 


a description of Pope John Paul II as “a corpse in a funny hat wearing a dress.”/2 


Even disregarding such excesses, it is clear that there is a fundamental conflict 
here. It is not between religion and science, or even between Christianity and 
evolution, but between traditional Christianity and Darwinism. Although the 
latter may allow for the existence of a deity, it is not the God of traditional 
Christianity, who created human beings in His image. The contradiction couldn’t 
be sharper, and most attempts to blunt it end up by abandoning traditional 
Christianity. 


Darwinist considers religion worse than smallpox 


“Faith is one of the world’s great evils, comparable to the smallpox virus 
but harder to eradicate.” 


—Darwinist Richard Dawkins, 1997 


Surrendering on Darwin’s Terms 


Florida State University philosopher Michael Ruse (who is not a Christian) 
considers Darwinism so well established that Christians should accept it as a 
fact. Although this means that “there is simply no guarantee that humans or 
anything else would have evolved,” Ruse assures Christians: “It is still open to 
you to accept that God did the job. More likely, if you accept God already, it is 
still very much open to you to think of God as great inasmuch as He has created 


this wonderful world.” In other words, a Darwinian who really, really wants to 


be a Christian can be a “Christian” of sorts—just not a traditional one.44 


Like Ruse, Roman Catholic biologist Kenneth R. Miller considers Darwinism 
well established; indeed, “the intellectual triumph of Darwin’s great idea is 
total.” Miller argues that the inherent unpredictability of evolution was essential 
to God’s plan to create human beings with free will. “If events in the material 
world were strictly determined,” he writes, “then evolution would indeed move 
toward the predictable outcomes that so many people seem to want. ... As 
material beings, our actions and even our thoughts would be preordained, and 
our freedom to act and choose would disappear.” Miller concludes by declaring 
that he believes “in Darwin’s God.” In the Christian tradition, however, human 
freedom is an attribute of our non-material souls rather than a product of 


material evolution. Darwin’s God is not the God of traditional Christianity.” 





A Darwinist’s opinion of Pope John Paul II 


“A corpse in a funny hat wearing a dress.” 


Statement endorsed by Kansas professor Paul Mirecki, 2005 


Stephen Jay Gould wrote in 1997 that there should be no conflict between 
science and religion “because each subject has a legitimate magisterium, or 
domain of teaching authority—and these magisteria do not overlap (the principle 
that I would like to designate as NOMA, or ‘nonoverlapping magisteria’). The 
net of science covers the empirical universe.... The net of religion extends over 
questions of moral meaning and value.” In other words, the world of objective 


reality belongs to science (and thus, for Gould, to Darwinism), while religion is 


confined to the realm of subjective feelings and imagination.1® 


But traditional Christians cannot agree to Gould’s terms of surrender. As 
University of Notre Dame philosopher Alvin Plantinga put it in 1997, Darwinists 
claim “that human beings are, in an important way, merely accidental; there 
wasn’t any plan, any foresight, any mind, any mind’s eye involved in their 


coming into being. But of course no Christian theist could take that seriously for 


a minute.”1Z 


Polls taken over the past few years have consistently shown that a large 
majority of the American people not only describe themselves as Christian, but 
also reject Darwinism. Since Darwinists depend for their livelihood largely on 
tax money, and since their attempts at accommodation have largely failed, they 
try to win people over in the United States by calling Darwinism simply 
“evolution.” Eugenie C. Scott of the National Center for Science Education 
(NCSE) recommends starting by defining the issue as “change through time.” 
The rest comes later.18 


Using this approach, Darwinists have convinced many Christian clergy to 
support their cause, and to good effect. Scott wrote in 2002: “I have found that 
the most effective allies for evolution are people of the faith community. One 
clergyman with a backward collar is worth two biologists at a school board 
meeting any day!”/2 


In 2004, evolutionary biologist Michael Zimmerman, dean of the College of 
Letters and Sciences at the University of Wisconsin—Oshkosh, started collecting 
signatures from clergy who support evolution. By 2006, Zimmerman had 
persuaded over ten thousand clergy to sign a letter “affirming the teaching of the 
theory of evolution as a core component of human knowledge” and asking that 
science and religion remain “two very different, but complementary, forms of 
truth.” On “Evolution Sunday,” February 12, 2006 (the 197th anniversary of 
Charles Darwin’s birth), several hundred churches nationwide devoted their 


Sunday services to praising Darwinism.22 


Meanwhile, not all Christians were persuaded. Hundreds of thousands of more 
traditional Christians were buying souvenir cards in Rome with the words of 
Pope Benedict XVI: “We are not some casual and meaningless product of 


evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God.”*4 


Roman Catholicism 


In 1950, Pope Pius XII’s encyclical Humani Generis affirmed that human souls 
are created by God but permitted research concerning the evolutionary doctrine 
that the human body comes “from pre-existent and living matter’—as long as 
“the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favorable and those unfavorable to 
evolution, be weighed and judged.” The pope warned against assuming that “the 
origin of the human body from pre-existing and living matter were already 
completely certain.”22 Almost half a century later, in a message to the Pontifical 
Academy of Sciences, Pope John Paul II said that science had progressed to the 
point where “some new findings lead us toward the recognition of evolution as 
more than an hypothesis.” Nevertheless, the pope continued: “Rather than 
speaking about the theory of evolution, it is more accurate to speak of the 
theories of evolution. The use of the plural is required here—in part because of 
the diversity of explanations regarding the mechanism of evolution, and in part 
because of the diversity of philosophies involved. There are materialist and 
reductionist theories, as well as spiritualist theories. Here the final judgment is 


within the competence of philosophy and, beyond that, of theology.”=2 


Darwinists have widely advertised Pope John Paul II’s statement as a blanket 
endorsement of their position by the Roman Catholic Church, even though the 
pope made a point of not endorsing their claim that unguided natural 
mechanisms are sufficient to explain evolution. In 2004, the Vatican’s 
International Theological Commission issued a statement acknowledging 
general agreement among scientists “that the first organism dwelt on this planet 
about 3.5 to 4 billion years ago. Since it has been demonstrated that all living 
organisms on earth are genetically related, it is virtually certain that all living 
organisms have descended from this first organism.” But, “the message of Pope 
John Paul II cannot be read as a blanket approbation of all theories of evolution, 
including those of a neo-Darwinian provenance which explicitly deny to divine 


providence any truly causal role in the development of life in the universe.”24 


So the commission endorsed the idea of universal common ancestry (as it 
applies to the human body) but not theories such as Darwinism that deny design. 
The statement was important not only because it contradicted the Darwinists’ 
version of Pope John Paul II’s 1996 message, but also because the commission’s 
president was Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, who a year later became Pope 
Benedict XVI. In his inaugural homily on Easter Sunday, April 22, 2005, the 


new pope delivered the message now printed on the souvenir cards being sold 


near the Vatican.22 


In July 2005, the pope’s longtime friend Christoph Cardinal Schénborn of 
Vienna published an essay in the New York Times criticizing Darwinists who 
“sought to portray our new pope, Benedict XVI, as a satisfied evolutionist.” The 
cardinal reaffirmed “the perennial teaching of the Catholic Church about the 
reality of design in nature,” which “the human intellect can readily and clearly 
discern.” He concluded: “Faced with scientific claims like neo-Darwinism . . . 
invented to avoid the overwhelming evidence for purpose and design found in 
modern science, the Catholic Church will again defend human reason by 


proclaiming that the immanent design evident in nature is real.”2° 





Using clergy to peddle Darwinism 


“One clergyman with a backward collar is worth two biologists at a school 
board meeting any day!” 


—Eugenie C. Scott, 2002 


But Jesuit priest George Coyne, director of the Vatican Observatory, 
announced that Cardinal Schénborn (and by implication the pope) was wrong. 
According to Coyne: “There appears to exist a nagging fear in the Church that a 
universe, which science has established as evolving . . . through a process of 
random genetic mutations and natural selection, escapes God’s dominion. That 
fear is groundless. Science is completely neutral with respect to philosophical or 
theological implications.” Coyne concluded: “It is difficult to believe that God is 
omnipotent and omniscient in the sense of many of the scholastic philosophers. 
For the believer, science tells of a God who must be very different from God as 


seen by them.”22 


This logic-challenged priest—science is theologically neutral yet leads to a 
different God—has the arrogance to lecture a pope and a cardinal on Catholic 
doctrine. Making matters worse, American Darwinists portray him as a Vatican 
spokesman!22 


An Establishment of Religion 





The pope on Darwinism 


“We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us 
is the result of a thought of God.” 


—Pope Benedict XVI, inaugural homily, 2005 


The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution begins: “Congress shall make no 
law respecting an establishment of religion,” a prohibition that has since been 
extended to all state and local governments. Although the history of its 
interpretation is long and complicated, the First Amendment clearly prohibits the 
government from favoring the views of one religious group over another. 


State universities are government institutions and the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) is a federal agency. In 2001, the NSF granted more than 
$450,000 to the University of California—Berkeley to develop a pro-Darwin 
website in cooperation with the NCSE. The website, “Understanding Evolution,” 
now includes the following statement: “The misconception that one always has 
to choose between science and religion is incorrect. Of course, some religious 
beliefs explicitly contradict science (e.g., the belief that the world and all life on 
it were created in six literal days); however, most religious groups have no 
conflict with the theory of evolution or other scientific findings. In fact, many 
religious people, including theologians, feel that a deeper understanding of 


nature actually enriches their faith.”22 


The website also includes a link to the NCSE’s “Voices for Evolution,” a 
collection of statements from more than a dozen religious organizations 
affirming the compatibility of evolution with their teachings. In one example, the 
Episcopal bishop of Atlanta wrote: “Evolution as a contemporary description of 
the how of creation is anticipated in its newness by the very fluidity of the 
biblical text.” And the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church (USA) 
declared: “There is no contradiction between an evolutionary theory of human 


origins and the doctrine of God as Creator.”=2 


Political scientist John G. West wrote in 2004: “Taxpayers might wonder why 
it’s the government’s business to tell them what their religious beliefs about 
evolution should or shouldn’t be.” And legal scholar Francis J. Beckwith pointed 
out that since the government “may not aid, foster, or promote one religion or 
religious theory against another,” the NSF and University of California “should 
not be in the business of directly funding the propagation of one view as 


acceptable theological opinion on any matter.”24 


In 2005, a California resident sued the NSF and University of California for 
violating the First Amendment, but district court judge Phyllis J. Hamilton 
dismissed the lawsuit. So the governments of the United States and California 
now Officially endorse religious views—and only those religious views—that are 
acceptable to Darwinists.24 


What’s next? 


Chapter Sixteen 
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AMERICAN LYSENKOISM 


In fall 2005, I visited a biology graduate student at a major American university. 
He had been helping behind-the-scenes to form an undergraduate club on his 
campus that would provide a forum for discussions about intelligent design. He 
feared that if his role became known it would mean the end of his career, so he 
communicated with me using a pseudonym, an off-campus e-mail account, and a 
cell phone. 


He could not risk even being seen with me. Driving a rental car, I picked him 
up at the appointed time on a street corner several blocks from campus, and we 
drove to lunch at an out-of-the-way restaurant in another town. Afterwards, I 
drove him back to another off-campus location. 


Were we just being paranoid? 


The year before, intelligent design theorist William Dembski had written: 
“Doubting Darwinian orthodoxy is comparable to opposing the party line of a 
Stalinist regime. What would you do if you were in Stalin’s Russia and wanted 


to argue that Lysenko was wrong? .. . That’s the situation we’re in.”4 


Guess what? 


7 'When the Soviet government supported one side in a scientific 
controversy eighty years ago, the result was Lysenkoism, which persecuted 
scientists and obstructed progress in biology. 


ILysenkoism is now rearing its ugly head in the U.S. as Darwinists use 
their government positions to destroy the careers of their critics. 


7A federal judge has declared that requiring critical analysis of Darwinism 
in public schools is unconstitutional. 


Trofim D. Lysenko (1898-1976) was a Ukrainian agronomist who rose to a 
high position in the Soviet scientific establishment under the dictatorship of 
Joseph Stalin. In the 1930s and 1940s, he promoted various ill-founded ideas 
about heredity and used his political power ruthlessly to suppress his critics, 
many of whom lost their jobs and some of whom suffered imprisonment or even 
death. 


Was Dembski justified in comparing American critics of Darwinism to Soviet 
critics of Lysenkoism? According to some Darwinists, it’s the other way around. 


The Darwinists’ View 


Retired physicist Mark Perakh, who grew up in the former Soviet Union, writes: 
“The anti-Lysenkoist stand of the ID advocates is . . . ludicrous given the 
similarity of their denial of Darwinian biology to the denial of the neo- 
Darwinian synthesis by the Lysenkoists.” Perakh continues: “From my 
experience both with Marxism and with the realities of the Soviet system, I can 
assert that . . . it is ID advocates whose behavior is reminiscent of the oppressive 
Soviet regime” since they subject Darwinists “to continuous denunciations, 


verbal assaults, derision, and ultimately to dismissal from their positions.”2 





Who won the Cold War? 


“Doubting Darwinian orthodoxy is comparable to opposing the party line of 
a Stalinist regime. What would you do if you were in Stalin’s Russia and 
wanted to argue that Lysenko was wrong? You might point to paradoxes 
and tensions in Lysenko’s theory of genetics, but you could not say that 
Lysenko was fundamentally wrong or offer an alternative that clearly 


contradicted Lysenko. That’s the situation we’re in.” 


—wWilliam A. Dembski, 2004 


According to philosopher Robert T. Pennock: “In the former Soviet Union, 
Darwinian evolution was rejected on ideological grounds. Because the 
Communist Party denounced the Darwinian view in favor of Lysenkoism, a 
variant of Lamarckism that was more in line with Party ideology, biological 
research was set back for a generation. [D-ology could have the same effect in 
this country, if it succeeds in its lobbying efforts.” In his 2005 college textbook 
Evolution, Douglas J. Futuyma writes that under Lysenko “Mendelism and 
Darwinism came to be viewed as unwelcome or dangerous,” and “the result was 
a disaster for Soviet food production and the Soviet people.” Futuyma concludes 


that intelligent design poses a similar threat today. 


Former assistant vice chancellor of the University of California-San Francisco 
Christopher Scott writes: “Ideology masquerading as scientific legitimacy is 
sweeping into American classrooms” in the form of opposition to Darwinism. 
“Government pressure on educators,” Scott continues, is “a disturbing American 
vision. But it’s not unique to America. In the ’20s, scientists worldwide 
vigorously debated the mechanisms of evolution. On one side were the 
Darwinians; on the other were supporters of Jean-Baptiste Lamarck.” Lamarck’s 
ideas were “very handy for Joseph Stalin, who rejected any doctrine—like 
Darwinism—that challenged socialism.” Scott warns that “Stalin’s political 


solution choked off scientific progress.”4 


Soviet Lysenkoism 


As is always the case with complex phenomena, historians differ in their 
interpretations of Lysenkoism, but several relevant facts stand out. 


First, from the very beginning Darwinism was central to the Soviet 
worldview, largely because of its historical approach to human origins and its 
materialistic rejection of religion. The claims by Robert Pennock and 
Christopher Scott that Soviet Communists and Stalin rejected Darwinism are 
false.> 


Second, Darwin entertained various ideas about heredity, including the 
Lamarckian inheritance of acquired characteristics. “I think there can be no 
doubt,” he wrote in the sixth edition of The Origin of Species, “that use in our 
domestic animals has strengthened and enlarged certain parts, and disuse 
diminished them; and that such modifications are inherited.” So there were 
similarities between some of Darwin’s views and Lamarck’s, though Darwin 
placed greater emphasis on the role of natural selection than on acquired 
characteristics.® 


Third, before the 1920s many scientists—including Gregor Mendel—regarded 
Mendelian genetics as incompatible with Darwinian evolution. Genes that 
remain unchanged in the process of descent seemed incapable of providing the 
modifications required by Darwin’s theory. It was largely for this reason that 
Mendel’s work—published in 1866—was completely ignored until 1900 and 


discounted by many biologists for decades thereafter.2 


Fourth, in the 1930s even some Western biologists remained skeptical of 
Mendelian genetics. Genes were unobserved abstractions, there were some well- 


known exceptions to Mendel’s laws, and the role of DNA in heredity had not yet 
been discovered.® 


Fifth, science in the Soviet Union was government-supported on a scale 
unprecedented in history. Driven by a desire to surpass the West, the Soviet 
Union devoted a larger share of its budget to science than any other 
industrialized nation. Unfortunately, unprecedented government support also 


meant unprecedented government entanglement.? 


Enter Trofim Lysenko. Lysenko seems to have been an opportunist rather than 
an ideologue. He was not a Marxist, and he never joined the Communist Party. 
In the late 1920s, he attracted the attention of agricultural scientists by 
publishing and lecturing about the effects of temperature on plant development. 
When Stalin’s forced collectivization of farms produced widespread famine, the 
Soviet government asked the scientific establishment to come up with immediate 
solutions, and Lysenko jumped at the chance. He proposed a physiological 
treatment he called “vernalization,’ which he claimed would increase 
productivity by making it possible to sow winter grain in the spring. 
Vernalization failed to live up to its promise, and Lysenko went on to propose 
other solutions. They failed too, but Lysenko succeeded in gaining the support of 
government officials—including Stalin—who were impatient with the apparent 


inability of academic biologists to come up with quick solutions to the nation’s 


pressing problems.12 


Lysenko had little formal training in biology, much less Mendelian genetics. 
He also initially denied any kinship between his ideas and Lamarckism, but after 
Isaak Prezent, president of the Society of Marxist Biologists, introduced him to 
evolutionary theory he eagerly embraced Darwinism—along with its 
Lamarckian elements. By the 1930s, Lysenko was conflating the physiological 
process of vernalization with the Lamarckian inheritance of acquired 
characteristics. When Mendelian biologists criticized him, he simply evaded 


their arguments and declared that Mendelian genetics was unacceptable because 


it contradicted Darwinian evolution. 4 





A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read 


sThe Lysenko Effect: The Politics of Science, by Nils Roll-Hansen; 
Amherst, NY: Humanity Books, 2005. 


By then, many Western biologists were accepting the “modern synthesis” of 
Darwinian evolution and Mendelian genetics, but Soviet minister of agriculture 
Jakov Jakovlev supported Lysenko by declaring Mendelism to be incompatible 
with true Darwinism. In 1937, Prezent praised Lysenko for “marching . . . under 
the banner of reconstruction of biological science on the basis of Darwinism 
raised to the level of Marxism,” while he demonized the Mendelians as “powers 


of darkness.” 12 


If government officials and Darwinist ideologues had not come to Lysenko’s 
rescue, the Mendelians would probably have prevailed—as they did outside the 
Soviet Union—because they had better science on their side. Lysenko’s Stalinist 
suppression of Mendelians in the 1940s made matters much worse, but the 
underlying problem was that the government-supported scientific establishment 
had chosen to support one side in a scientific dispute. For many years, biologists 
in the Soviet Union were persecuted by the government if they challenged the 
official view of Darwinian orthodoxy or defended Mendelian genetics.12 


So, contrary to the claims of Pennock, Futuyma, and Christopher Scott, the 
scientific conflict underlying Lysenkoism was not Lamarckism against 


Darwinism, but classical Darwinism (which had undeniably Lamarckian 
elements) against the new Mendelian genetics. The present conflict between 
neo-Darwinism and intelligent design resembles Lysenkoism in the sense that 
the Darwinists are still opposing new ideas. But what about Perakh’s accusation 
that ID theorists resemble Lysenkoists in the way they subject their critics to 
“denunciations, verbal assaults, derision, and ultimately to dismissal from their 
positions?” 





Are those English hooligans? No, they’re Darwinists 


“The only appropriate response should involve some form of righteous 
fury, much butt-kicking, and the public firing of some teachers, many 
schoolboard members, and vast numbers of sleazy far-right politicians .. . 
It’s time for scientists to break out the steel-toed boots and brass knuckles, 
and get out there and hammer on the lunatics and idiots.” 


—University of 
Minnesota professor 
Paul Z. Myers 


Denunciation and Dismissal? 


To support his accusation, Perakh cites four examples. In the first two, William 
Dembski refers to the arguments of his critics in disparaging terms, and in the 
third Dembski objects that a critic whose highest academic degree is an M.A. in 
geography is unqualified to write as an authority on the bacterial flagellum. 
These examples are typical of academic disputes; not one of them rises even to 
the level of derision. 


Perakh’s only other example is a comment I made after debating Darwinists 
before the Ohio State Board of Education in 2002 that I felt as though I “needed 
a shower.” Perakh calls this an example of the “rude personal attacks” that are “a 
staple in the pro-ID literature.” What Perakh neglected to mention was that I 
made the comment only after one of the Darwinists in the debate had begun with 
a series of personal attacks on me. The verbal assaults had come from the 


Darwinist.14 


In March 2005, the National Science Teachers Association conducted an 
informal poll of its 55,000 members to find out if teachers were feeling 
“pressured to include creationism, intelligent design, or other nonscientific 
alternatives to evolution in their science classroom,” or “pushed to de-emphasize 
or omit evolution” from their curriculum. Less than a third of the 1,050 teachers 
who responded indicated that they had received any such pressure, and the 
“pressure” (which was not further specified) had come predominantly from 
students and parents, not school administrators. Nothing in the poll suggested 
that the teachers had been subjected to derision or denunciation, much less threat 


of dismissal.12 


University of Kansas religious studies professor Paul Mirecki proposed in 
2005 to teach a course provocatively titled “Intelligent Design Creationism and 


Other Mythologies.” Mirecki’s proposed course was withdrawn, but he 
subsequently claimed to have suffered a pre-dawn beating on a deserted country 
road by two men who (he said) made references to the [D-as-mythology course. 
Skeptics question Mirecki’s story, which is still under investigation by the 


county sheriff, but if it’s true, his assailants deserve to be prosecuted./® 


Yet even if Mirecki’s as-yet-unsubstantiated assault story turns out to be true, 
it is not an example of Lysenkoism. What made Lysenkoism so destructive was 
its backing by the coercive power of the government. There has been no 
allegation (much less evidence) that Mirecki’s beating was instigated or 
condoned by the government. 


Actually, there are lots of examples of government-backed denunciation and 
dismissal in the present controversy, but all of them involve Darwinists 
persecuting their critics. What follows is just a small sample. 


Will the Real Lysenkoists Please Stand Up? 


Brian R. Leiter is a philosopher and lawyer who teaches in the School of Law at 
the University of Texas—Austin, a public institution. Leiter is also an outspoken 
Darwinist and atheist. In 2003, Baylor University legal scholar Francis J. 
Beckwith published a book arguing that the U.S. Constitution does not bar 
intelligent design from public school classrooms. In 2004, Harvard Law School 
student Lawrence VanDyke published a favorable review of Beckwith’s book in 
the Harvard Law Review, and Leiter accused him of “scholarly fraud”—largely 
because (according to Leiter) the student ignored the “massing evidence” that 
“established evolution’s truth beyond reasonable doubt.” Leiter didn’t stop with 
denunciation; he went on to warn VanDyke against “entering law teaching.” 





On the tube 


From Friends: Ross on evolution 


Ross: You don’t believe in evolution? 


Phoebe: I don’t know, it’s just, you know... monkeys, Darwin, you know, 
it’s a, it’s a nice story, I just think it’s a little too easy. 


Ross: Too easy? Too . . . the process of every living thing on this planet 
evolving over millions of years from single-celled organisms is . . . is too 
easy? 


Phoebe: Yeah, I just don’t buy it. 


Ross: Uh, excuse me. Evolution is not for you to buy, Phoebe. Evolution is 
scientific fact, like, like, like the air we breathe, like gravity. 


Phoebe: Oh, okay, don’t get me started on gravity. 


Ross: You, uh, you don’t believe in gravity? 


Phoebe: Well, it’s not so much that, you know, like, I don’t believe in it, 
you know, it’s just . . . I don’t know, lately I get the feeling that I’m not so 
much being pulled down as I am being pushed. 


Beckwith was later quoted in National Review as saying: “Leiter’s apparent 
intention to employ his own celebrity and academic stature to crush a young 
man’s spirit and his future job prospects in the legal academy, and to do so by 
means of blacklisting and mean-spirited McCarthyesque intimidation tactics, is 


absolutely unjustified.” 2 


Leiter may or may not destroy VanDyke’s career, but some Darwinist 
professors at Ohio State University (OSU)—a public institution—are now trying 
to destroy another student’s career by preventing him from getting his doctorate. 


Bryan Leonard is a high school science teacher who for the past few years has 
been working on a Ph.D. in science education. His dissertation research focused 
on these questions: When students are taught the scientific data both supporting 
and challenging macroevolution, do they maintain or change their beliefs over 
time? What empirical, cognitive, and/or social factors influence students’ 
beliefs? Leonard finished his research and wrote his dissertation, and his defense 
was scheduled for June 2005. 


Central Washington University biology professor Steven Verhey published 
similar research involving his students in the journal BioScience in 2005. 
Darwinists didn’t object, because Verhey’s goal was to convert students to 
Darwinism, but Leonard had angered Darwinists in 2004 by helping to write the 
model lesson plan for the Ohio curriculum that encourages critical study of 
evolution. When Leonard recommended a similar approach in testimony before 
the Kansas State Board of Education in May 2005 (Figure 8), the Darwinists 
retaliated. 


Although Leonard had gone through normal procedures and received proper 
approval to conduct his research, OSU professors Brian McEnnis, Steve Rissing, 
and Jeffrey McKee accused Leonard of “unethical” conduct, primarily on the 
grounds that his research was predicated on “a fundamental flaw: there are no 
valid scientific data challenging macroevolution.” So Leonard’s research (they 
claimed) involved “deliberate miseducation of these students, a practice we 
regard as unethical.” The OSU Darwinists then invoked some procedural 
technicalities—widely ignored in the case of other Ph.D. candidates—to demand 
that Leonard’s dissertation defense be postponed. McKee subsequently 
compared two biologists who were members of Leonard’s dissertation 
committee to “parasitic ticks hiding in the university’s scalp.” McKee wrote that 
he had learned as a boy “to twist the ticks when taking them out, so their heads 
don’t get embedded in the skin. Others prefer burning them off. What fate awaits 


OSU’s ticks remains to be seen.”12 


Government-employed Darwinists don’t stop at denouncing their critics and 
threatening future careers; they also threaten and destroy the careers of qualified 
teachers and scientists who challenge Darwinian orthodoxy. Paul Z. Myers is a 


biology professor at the University of Minnesota—Morris, a public institution. 
Myers recommends “the public firing and humiliation” of teachers who dare to 
speak approvingly about intelligent design. He goes even further: “I say, screw 
the polite words and careful rhetoric. It’s time for scientists to break out the 


steel-toed boots and brass knuckles.”!2 


The public firings recommended by Myers have already begun. The 2001 
dismissal of Roger DeHart from his public high school biology position was just 
the tip of a huge iceberg. In 2003, Dr. Nancy Bryson was head of the Division of 
Science and Mathematics at the Mississippi University for Women, a public 
institution. After she presented an honors forum titled “Critical Thinking on 
Evolution” that included scientific criticisms of chemical and _ biological 
evolution, a senior biology professor read to the audience a previously prepared 
statement calling her presentation “religion masquerading as science” and 
accusing her of being unqualified to talk about evolution. The next day she was 
informed that her contract as division head would not be renewed and that she 
would probably not be retained as a faculty member. She subsequently had to 


find work elsewhere. 22 


Dr. Caroline Crocker is a biologist with a Ph.D. in immunopharmacology. In 
January 2003 she became a visiting professor at George Mason University, a 
public institution just outside Washington, D.C. While covering the section on 
evolution in a 2004 cell biology course, she gave one lecture on evidentiary 
problems with Darwin’s theory and briefly mentioned the controversy over 
intelligent design. At the end of the lecture she said to students, “Well, you need 
to make up your own mind. Think about it for yourself.” One student 
complained verbally to Crocker’s supervisor that she was teaching creationism, 
though another student testified in writing that this was false. Nevertheless, the 
supervisor told Crocker that as a disciplinary measure she would be barred from 
lecturing and restricted to teaching lab sections in the spring. Crocker’s contract 


was not renewed.24 


Judgment day 


“We will enter an order permanently enjoining Defendants [the Dover 
school board] from . . . requiring teachers to denigrate or disparage the 
scientific theory of evolution.” 


—Judge John E. Jones III, 2005 


The Darwinists who drove Crocker from her job—like Darwinist Barbara 
Forrest at Southeastern Louisiana University; the Darwinists who harassed 
Richard Sternberg at the Smithsonian; president Timothy White of the 
University of Idaho; Hector Avalos at Iowa State University; the school 
administrators who drove out Roger DeHart; Brian Leiter at the University of 
Texas; Paul Z. Myers at the University of Minnesota; Brian McEnnis, Steve 
Rissing, and Jeffrey McKee at Ohio State University; and the Mississippi 
University for Women Darwinists who dismissed Nancy Bryson—are all public 
employees. These and other Darwinists are using their public positions 
—government positions—to enforce political correctness by threatening 
students’ careers, dismissing credentialed teachers, and harassing qualified 
scientists who dare to question the Darwinist party line. The fact that such 
people pretend to respect academic freedom makes them hypocrites; the fact that 
they are employed by the government makes them Lysenkoists. 


Outlawing Criticisms of Darwinism 


In December 2005, American Lysenkoism staged its biggest coup. U.S. district 
court judge John E. Jones III permanently prohibited the Dover, Pennsylvania, 
school district not only from teaching intelligent design, but also “from requiring 
teachers to denigrate or disparage the scientific theory of evolution.” By judicial 
fiat, Darwinism is now State Science, at least in central Pennsylvania. All 
criticism of it in the public schools is discouraged under penalty of law. Lysenko 
would have been delighted.*2 


The United States, thank God, is very different from the former Soviet Union. 
Despite the hate-America rhetoric spewed by some leftists, the FBI is not the 
KGB and George W. Bush is not Joseph Stalin. Indeed, President Bush opposes 
the suppression of either Darwinism or intelligent design and encourages free 
and open discussion of both. The breeding ground of American Lysenkoism is 
not the White House, but in publicly supported institutions that have been taken 
over by ruthless Darwinists and courtrooms that have been taken over by judicial 
megalomaniacs. 


Fear factor 


“T lost my job at George Mason University for teaching the problems with 
evolution. Lots of scientists question evolution, but they would lose their 
jobs if they spoke out.” 


—Caroline Crocker, quoted in the 


Washington Post, February 5, 2006 


The biology graduate student I spirited off to lunch in fall 2005 was not 
paranoid. He had good reason to fear for his career. Except for the obvious 
differences between our constitutional democracy and_ Stalin’s brutal 
dictatorship, Dembski’s comparison was justified: a critic of Darwinism in 
America today is in a position comparable to a critic of Lysenkoism in the 
former Soviet Union. 


Chapter Seventeen 


BRRKRCKR CK CK KS 


SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTION 


As a college geology student in the early 1960s, I breathed the air of scientific 
revolution. Five decades earlier, Alfred Wegener had suggested that the 
continents were slowly drifting apart from what used to be a single land mass. 
Wegener’s theory of continental drift was still controversial, but several of my 
professors defended it and their graduate students were doing research that 


eventually led to its widespread acceptance.+ 


In the midst of the excitement, I read Thomas Kuhn’s now-famous book The 
Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Although some of Kuhn’s more radical 
conclusions are very questionable, his description of what happens in a scientific 
revolution helped me to put the controversy over continental drift in a historical 
perspective. It can also help us understand the controversy over Darwinism and 
intelligent design—and show us how it is likely to turn out. 


Guess what? 


1 The controversy between Darwinism and intelligent design has the 
characteristics of major scientific revolutions in the past. 


7 Darwinists are losing power because they treat with contempt the very 
people on whom they depend the most: American taxpayers. 


1 The outcome of this scientific revolution will be decided by young people 
who have the courage to question dogmatism and follow the evidence 
wherever it leads. 


The Structure of Scientific Revolutions 


According to Kuhn, the activities of scientists fall into two different categories. 
First, they spend almost all their time doing what he called “normal science.” 
This is “research firmly based upon one or more past scientific achievements . . . 
that some particular scientific community acknowledges for a time as supplying 
the foundation for its further practice.” Kuhn called such achievements 
“paradigms.” Normal science articulates an existing paradigm, determines facts, 
and fits them to the paradigm. It is not engaged in seeking new ways to 
understand the world, but in solving puzzles.4 


“No part of the aim of normal science is to call forth new sorts of 
phenomena,” Kuhn wrote. “Nor do scientists normally aim to invent new 
theories, and they are often intolerant of those invented by others.” Nevertheless, 
new theories do appear and paradigms do change. These “scientific revolutions,” 
Kuhn wrote, “are inaugurated by a growing sense . . . often restricted to a narrow 
subdivision of the scientific community, that an existing paradigm has ceased to 
function adequately” in exploring nature. Even then, revolution “occurs only 


after the sense of crisis has evoked an alternative candidate for paradigm.”2 


How do scientists test competing paradigms? At one point Kuhn wrote: “The 
decision to reject one paradigm is always simultaneously the decision to accept 
another, and the judgment leading to the decision involves the comparison of 
both paradigms with nature and with each other.” This sounds like the 


“inference to the best explanation” we encountered in previous chapters.* 





Out with the old 


“A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and 
making them see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die, 
and a new generation grows up that is familiar with it.” 


—Quantum physicist 
Max Planck, 1949 


In most of his book, however, Kuhn suggested that paradigms compete 
independently of the evidence from nature: “When paradigms enter, as they 
must, into a debate about paradigm choice, their role is necessarily circular. Each 
group uses its own paradigm to argue in that paradigm’s defense.” This became 
Kuhn’s legacy and the source of most of the controversy surrounding his work. 
If paradigms are essentially circular (Kuhn called them “incommensurable”), 
then the choice between them depends not on logic and evidence but on 
irrational psychology and power politics. A new paradigm succeeds not because 
it provides a better description of nature, but because it defeats the old paradigm 


in a struggle for survival.2 


Kuhn saw a “very nearly perfect” analogy between scientific revolutions and 


Darwinian evolution: “The resolution of revolutions is the selection by conflict 
within the scientific community of the fittest way to practice future science. The 
net result of a sequence of such revolutionary selections, separated by periods of 
normal research, is the wonderfully adapted set of instruments we call modern 


scientific knowledge.”® 


Kuhn called this “scientific progress,” but his critics called it relativism. No 
theory is any truer than any other—just more successful in the struggle for 
existence. Yet some theories really are truer than others; if they weren’t, bridges 
would collapse, airplanes would crash on takeoff, agriculture would fail, and 
patients would die on the operating table. So Kuhn’s relativism fails to explain 


scientific progress.2 


Nevertheless, he provided some interesting descriptions of what happens 
during scientific revolutions. In particular, he identified four characteristics that 
are relevant here. First, scientific revolutions are often marked by disputes over 
the definition of science. Kuhn wrote: “The reception of a new paradigm often 
necessitates a redefinition of the corresponding science,” the “standard that 
distinguishes a real scientific solution from a mere metaphysical speculation.” 
For example: “Newton’s theory of gravity was resisted because “gravity, 
interpreted as an innate attraction between every pair of particles of matter, was 
an occult quality” like the medieval “tendency to fall.” Critics of Newtonianism 
claimed that it was not science and “its reliance upon innate forces would return 


science to the Dark Ages.”2 


Second, like a political revolution, a scientific revolution typically divides 
society “into competing camps or parties, one seeking to defend the old 
institutional constellation, the others seeking to institute some new ones.” The 
camp defending the old paradigm uses every means at its disposal, including all 
of its professional societies and publications, to resist the challenger. Since 


careers are at stake, things can get personal. Eventually, both parties “resort to 


the techniques of mass persuasion.”2 


Third, the real issue at stake in a scientific revolution is “which paradigm 


should in the future guide research. . . . A decision between alternate ways of 
practicing science is called for, and in the circumstances that decision must be 


based less on past achievement than on future promise.”/2 


And fourth, scientific revolutions are typically precipitated by people who 
“have been either very young or very new to the field whose paradigm they 
change,” because they are committed “less deeply than most of their 
contemporaries to the world view and rules determined by the old paradigm.” 
According to quantum physicist Max Planck: “A new scientific truth does not 
triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but rather 
because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that is 


familiar with it.”44 


Chapter Twelve examined disputes over the definition of science; this chapter 
will focus on the other three characteristics described above, all of which suggest 
that we are in the midst of a major scientific revolution that Darwinism will lose 
and intelligent design will win. 


Why Darwinism Will Lose 


Darwinism will lose, most importantly, because of the evidence. Even though 
Darwinists have had almost 150 years to find some, the evidence for their view 
is underwhelming, at best. Otherwise, we wouldn’t be reading almost every 
month about some discovery or other that finally “proves” it. 


On the other hand, in only a tenth of the time ID theorists have come up with 
at least preliminary evidence for their case. Otherwise, Darwinists wouldn’t be 
trying so hard to disprove it, ridicule it, or exclude it from serious discussion. If 
there weren’t any evidence for design, Nature wouldn’t print such nonsense as 
“even if all the data point to an intelligent designer, such an hypothesis is 


excluded from science because it is not naturalistic.” 12 


Since the Darwinists are losing ground on the evidence, they resort more and 
more to censorship. “There’s no debate!” shouts the Darwin-only crowd. But 
everyone who’s been paying attention knows that there is a debate. And anyone 
who studies American history knows that telling people they are not allowed to 
talk about something is the tactic least likely to succeed in the land of the free 
and the home of the brave. 


Teeth marks from a Darwinist 


“E www ... intelligent design people! They’re just buck-toothed, Bible- 
pushing nincompoops with community-college degrees who’re trying to 
sell a gussied-up creationism to a cretinous public! No need to address their 
concerns or respond to their arguments. They are Not Science. They are 
poopy-heads. There. I just saved you the trouble of reading 90 percent of 


the responses to the ID position. . . . This is how losers act just before they 
lose: arrogant, self-satsfied, too important to be bothered with substantive 
refutation, and disdainful of their own faults.... The only remaining question 
is whether Darwinism will exit gracefully, or whether it will go down 
biting, screaming, censoring, and denouncing to the bitter end.” 


Tech Central Station contributor Douglas Kern, 2005 


So the Darwinists are on the defense, and their behavior shows it. According 
to bestselling author Orson Scott Card, their reactions to criticism are 
increasingly “illogical, personal, and unscientific.” Among other things, they 
resort to “credentialism” and “expertism.” But “real science never has to resort 
to credentialism. If someone with no credentials at all raises a legitimate 
question, it is not an answer to point out how uneducated or unqualified the 
questioner is. In fact, it is pretty much an admission that you don’t have an 
answer, so you want the questioner to go away.” And expertism is “the ‘trust us, 
you poor fools’ defense. Essentially, the Darwinists tell the general public that 
we’re too dumb to understand.... So who is going to win this argument? Some 
people bow down before experts; most of us resent the experts who expect us to 


bow.”23 


Many Darwinists are not merely condescending; they’re mean-spirited. 
Columnist William Rusher writes: “One can’t help being a little surprised at the 
sheer savagery of the evolutionists’ attack on intelligent design.... One thinks of 
scientists as calm, intelligent people, perhaps wearing white smocks, who take 
on questions to which we don’t know the answers, think about them carefully, 
and test various explanations experimentally until they come up with one that 
solves the problem.... But that hasn’t been the reaction of the evolutionists to 
intelligent design at all. They have all but bitten themselves in two trying to 


drive it straight out of the realm of serious discussion.” 4 





Thoughts are free 


“Although they are able to tell us what may be said, they can’t tell us what 
we may think. .. . Science has never been decided by judicial fiat.” 


—Cornell IDEA Club founder 
Hannah Maxson, 2005 


Tech Central Station contributor Douglas Kern makes fun of the Darwinists’ 
misbehavior: “Ewww . . . intelligent design people! They’re just buck-toothed, 
Bible-pushing nincompoops with community-college degrees who’re trying to 
sell a gussied-up creationism to a cretinous public! No need to address their 
concerns or respond to their arguments. They are Not Science. They are poopy- 
heads. There. I just saved you the trouble of reading 90 percent of the responses 
to the ID position.” Kern concludes: “This is how losers act just before they lose: 
arrogant, self-satisfied, too important to be bothered with substantive refutation, 
and disdainful of their own faults.... The only remaining question is whether 
Darwinism will exit gracefully, or whether it will go down biting, screaming, 


censoring, and denouncing to the bitter end.”12 


Obviously, the Darwinists have a growing image problem. But their troubles 
are just beginning. 


Inordinately Well-Funded? 


In 2005, Darwinists Richard Dawkins and Jerry Coyne attributed ID’s success in 
part to “loads of tax-free money.” Mark Perakh complained about “the 
inordinately well-funded Center for Science and Culture of the Discovery 
Institute.” The implication is that ID is succeeding only because people are 


throwing money at it1® 


The Discovery Institute in Seattle is widely recognized as the international 
center for intelligent design. It was founded in 1990 as a not-for-profit public 
policy think tank, and many of its resources go to projects that have nothing to 
do with ID. The only project that promotes intelligent design is the Center for 
Science and Culture, and its financial situation is a matter of public record. 
“Since its founding in 1996,” the New York Times reported in 2005, “the science 
center has spent 39 percent of its $9.3 million on research.” Much of this went to 
scholarly books, but “$792,585 financed laboratory or field research in biology, 
paleontology, or biophysics, while $93,828 helped graduate students.” All of the 


Center’s funding came from private donors . 4 


How does this compare with the Darwinists’ financial resources? Let’s start 
with the Department of Molecular and Microbiology at George Mason 
University (GMU), which drove Dr. Caroline Crocker from biology teaching 
after she gave a lecture on evidentiary problems with Darwin’s theory. 
According to the department’s website, it currently employs four full professors, 
four associate professors, and seven assistant professors. Statistics for public 
institutions compiled by the American Association of University Professors 
suggest that GMU’s biology department alone spends over $1.4 million a year 
on faculty salaries and compensation. That doesn’t include substantial amounts 
spent on support staff, facilities, and research.18 


GMU is only one of hundreds of public colleges and universities in the United 
States, all of which are largely tax-supported. This means that the American 
public is spending hundreds of millions of dollars a year to support Darwinist 
biology professors. And that’s just the tip of the iceberg. 


As laid out in Chapter Fifteen, taxpayers are paying for a website that tells 
students they should believe only religious viewpoints approved by Darwinists. 
The National Science Foundation, a tax-supported federal agency with an annual 
budget of more than $5.5 billion, supplied the grant—along with another $2.8 
million for pro-Darwin propaganda. Recently, Republican senator Kay Bailey 
Hutchison of Texas questioned why the NSF is funding social science research 
in other countries. Maybe it’s time for Congress to take a closer look at the 
agency’s entire budget.12 


The NSF isn’t the only offender. The National Cancer Institute, part of the 
$28 billion a year National Institutes of Health, used taxpayers’ hard-earned 
money—in the name of curing cancer—to pay for a recently published 
hypothesis about the molecular phylogeny of cats! Inordinately well-funded, 
indeed.22 


So Discovery Institute’s Center for Science and Culture receives less than $2 
million a year in voluntary donations, while Darwinists have their hands in a 
multi-billion-dollar cookie jar that is refilled every year by contributions that are 
anything but voluntary. A large majority of the American people reject 
Darwinism, yet they are forced to support it with their tax money. At the same 
time, Darwinists treat their benefactors with utter contempt. This is an inherently 
unstable situation, and it’s one more reason why Darwinism will lose. 


ID as a Scientific Research Program 


A new paradigm succeeds only if it leads to fruitful new research. There are two 
ways ID can guide scientific research. First, it can suggest theoretical or 
experimental tests to determine whether certain things are better explained by 
intelligent design or Darwinian evolution. Second, it can serve as the basis for 
testable new hypotheses that are unlikely to have emerged from a Darwinian 
perspective. 


In the first category, ID theorist William Dembski has listed various “research 
themes that may prove helpful to scientists who are trying to find a way to 
contribute usefully to intelligent design research.” Max Planck Institute biologist 
Wolf-Ekkehard Lénnig sees ID as “the beginning of entirely new research 
programs” that include tests of irreducible and specified complexity in genetics, 


anatomy, and physiology.! 


Adding insult to injury 


“Real science never has to resort to credentialism. If someone with no 
credentials raises a legitimate question, it is not an answer to point out how 
uneducated or unqualified the questioner is. In fact, it is pretty much an 
admission that you don’t have an answer, so you want the questioner to go 
away.” 


—Author Orson Scott Card, 2005 


On the theoretical level, biochemist Michael Behe and physicist David W. 
Snoke have tested mathematically the Darwinian hypothesis that “a major route 
of evolutionary innovation” is “through gene duplication.” According to the 
hypothesis, the original copy of a gene continues to perform its functions while a 
duplicate copy undergoes random mutations that are unselected until it acquires 
a new function. Behe and Snoke found that gene duplication can lead to new 
functions if only one such mutation is needed, but “this conceptually simple 
pathway for developing new functions is problematic when multiple mutations 


are required.”24 


On the experimental level, molecular biologist Douglas Axe has tested the 
Darwinian hypothesis that proteins readily accept random changes to their 
sequences with no adverse effect. This is necessary if mutation and selection are 
to have the creative power that Darwinism attributes to them. But when Axe 
examined the intermediates between two similar enzymes that perform the same 
job he found that they all lacked biological function. Axe further examined this 
surprising sensitivity to mutations by randomly replacing clusters of amino acids 
and testing the resulting proteins for function. He found that the “prevalence of 
sequences performing a specific function” is very much lower than what would 
be needed for Darwinian evolution, and he concluded that functional proteins 


“require highly extraordinary sequences.”22 


In the second category, some scientists are using ID heuristically to develop 
new hypotheses. For example, Darwinism suggests that pathogenic viruses 
should long ago have evolved resistance to solar ultraviolet radiation (UV). Yet 
studies in Brazil by atmospheric scientist Forrest M. Mims III show that most 
airborne bacteria are quickly suppressed by even small doses of UV, and he 
regards this as evidence for design. Mims reasons that if ID is true, flu viruses 
should also be susceptible to UV from sunlight, and he published a prediction 
that Avian influenza could be “controlled by a substantial reduction” in smoke 
from regional burning in Southeast Asia that would allow UV from natural 


sunlight “to suppress the virus before infection occurs.”“4 


In 2003, I used intelligent design to develop a hypothesis about centrioles, 
microscopic structures in animal cells that look like tiny turbines. There are no 


evolutionary intermediates to support a Darwinian explanation for the origin of 
centrioles, and Darwinists have been relatively uninterested in them—especially 
in their resemblance to miniature machines. From an ID perspective, however, 
centrioles may have been designed to function as tiny turbines. If so, their 
occasional malfunction during cell division could be an early step in the origin 
of cancer. The hypothesis has been published in a non-Darwinian biology 


journal.22 


Like all predictions, these run the risk of being proved wrong. But it’s also 
possible that they—or other ID-based predictions—will be proved right. ID 
theorists are now hard at work doing scientific experiments to test these and 
other hypotheses. Unfortunately, most of this research has to be done in secret— 
not because it is unethical or illegal, but because if Darwinists learn about it they 
will try to shut it down. In 2005 and 2006, ID scientists held a series of meetings 
to present their research findings to each other. The meetings were private and 
unpublicized, because some of the participants stood to lose their jobs if their 
involvement with ID became public. Nevertheless, [D-guided research is 
progressing rapidly. 





Bring in the men in white coats 


“One thinks of scientists as calm, intelligent people, perhaps wearing white 


smocks, who take on questions to which we don’t know the answers, think 
about them carefully, and test various explanations experimentally until 
they come up with one that solves the problem... . But that hasn’t been the 
reaction of the evolutionists to intelligent design at all. They have all but 
bitten themselves in two trying to drive it straight out of the realm of 
serious discussion.” 


—Columnist William Rusher, 2005 


Websites You’re Not Supposed to Visit: 


http://darwinanddesign.com 


http://dcsociety.org 


http://pos-darwinista.blogspot.com 


Why Intelligent Design Will Win 


Darwinists have long claimed that opposition to their view is largely restricted to 
biblical fundamentalists in the American South. But ID is not biblical 
fundamentalism, and it is not restricted to the U.S. It is an international 
phenomenon, and its popularity overseas is growing. In April 2005, Le Monde 
carried an article about its increasing influence among French students. In 
August 2005, almost seven hundred people from eighteen nations gathered in 
Prague for a conference on “Darwin and Design.” Societies for the study of ID 


are now active in countries such as Japan and Brazil.2® 


But the most significant sociological fact about intelligent design is its 
skyrocketing appeal among young people. Intelligent Design and Evolution 
Awareness (IDEA) clubs, the first of which was founded by students at the 
University of California-San Diego in 1999, are springing up on college 
campuses all over the world. There are now clubs in Canada, Kenya, Ukraine, 
and the Philippines, not to mention several dozen in the U.S. There is a chapter 
at George Mason University, where Caroline Crocker used to teach. There is 
also a chapter at Cornell University, where in 2005 Hunter Rawlings warned the 
trustees and faculty against ID’s “assault on science and reason.” 


Cornell’s IDEA club was founded by math and chemistry major Hannah 
Maxson. She told the Chicago Tribune: “In my opinion, both intelligent design 
and Darwinian evolution are science.” After the Dover, Pennsylvania, school 
board was prohibited from mentioning intelligent design or disparaging 
Darwinism, Maxson wrote to the Ithaca Journal: “Although they are able to tell 
us what may be said, they can’t tell us what we may think.... Science has never 


been decided by judicial fiat.” 


So a growing number of bright young men and women have the courage to 


question Darwinism, study intelligent design, and follow the evidence wherever 
it leads. They know they are in the midst of a major scientific revolution. And 
the future belongs to them. 
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